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The objects of this quarterly are to elevate genealogical stand- 
ards; to provide a medium for the better element of the gene- 
alogical profession; to print educational articles for those who 
wish to increase their knowledge of genealogical principles and 
methods; and to publish the early records of Connecticut. 

While most of the articles will be supplied by the members of 
our staff, our pages will be open to any proficient genealogist, 
amateur or professional, who desires to offer matter for publica- 
tion which is in accord with our policies, so far as available space 
permits. We request non-members of the staff to write first and 
describe briefly what they wish to offer for publication, and not 
to submit their material until we advise them that we may be 
able to use it. We assume no responsibility for unsolicited 
manuscripts, and the proper amount of postage should be 
enclosed for their return. 

Our aim is to publish articles on the first three or four gener- 
ations of American families, and their immediate antecedents 
abroad; and our Connecticut records in the first two or three 
volumes will be limited to the early records, mostly before 1700. 
We cannot consider publishing more or less complete family his- 
tories which should appear in book form; nor do we at present 
desire data relative to specific families of a later date than 1750. 
While there are exceptions to every rule, these are our general 
principles, and the object in view is to print records and articles 
which will be of interest to the largest number of subscribers. 
Obviously, the earlier the date, the more descendants there are 
who will be interested. 

So much Connecticut material is now available that we cannot 
accept more for early publication unless it is of exceptional 
interest and value, is early in date, and contains new discoveries 
or corrects current errors. Our chief need at present is for brief 
articles on early generations of families in other colonies. 


NAMES 


Names, dates and places constitute the medium in which the 
genealogist works. The names are first sought, and some ama- 
teurs fill out their charts with nothing but the names of their 
ancestors. Yet the same names were often repeated dozens, 
even hundreds, of times; and notation of dates and places is 
essential in order to identify the individual whose name appears 
on the chart. 

In the present article we shall limit the discussion to names 
only, with the intention of devoting subsequent articles to dates 
and places. Names are of two classes, given names and surnames. 
Among the early English settlers of Virginia and New England, 
it was customary to give but one Christian name to a child, and 
with rare exceptions two Christian names are not found before 
1700. It was not until between the Revolution and 1800 that 
they became fairly common. Early Dutch settlers did not usu- 
ally possess two Christian names in a strict sense, but they did 
have a Christian name, a patronymic (from the father’s Christian 
name) which was often employed as a surname, and sometimes 
a surname as well. Hereditary surnames, with the Dutch, were 
to a considerable extent derived from places; the aristocracy took 
their family names from the places where their estates were 
located, while the common people took theirs from the villages 
in which they originated. German settlers often had two given 
names and a surname. 

Since we hope later to publish articles on special racial groups, 
we shall somewhat arbitrarily discuss here the names of the 
English settlers who were (despite all claims to the contrary) by 
far the largest element in the early colonization of this country. 

Surnames were unknown in England before the Norman Con- 
quest. The early English, like all the Teutonic and Scandi- 
navian peoples, distinguished an individual by reference to his 
father’s name and the addition of ‘‘son’’ to it. This practice 
continued after the Conquest, among the common people, and 
when surnames became fixed through hereditary use, such 
patronymics as Johnson and Tomson [Thompson] were converted 
into surnames. Among the Normans, the same thing occurred. 
The French distinguished an individual by calling him ‘fils’ 
[son] of his father; this noun in Norman-French became ‘fitz.’ 
Hence, the son of Alan was John FitzAlan, and the latter’s son 
became Ralf FitzJohn. Eventually, a point in the pedigree was 
reached where the patronymic became fixed as a surname. 

Among the Norman aristocracy, it was also common to be 
known by the name of the principal landed estate. They fol- 
lowed the French custom of inserting the preposition ‘de’ [of] 
between the given name and the name of the fief or landed prop- 
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erty. Many of them already had surnames of this type before 
they entered England, derived from their holdings in Normandy. 
Thus, Geoffrey de Mandeville’s name meant ‘of Mandeville’ and 
came from the town of that name. In France, the aristocracy 
retained the ‘de,’ just as in Germany the similar ‘von’ was 
retained; but in democratic England, the ‘de’ was usually 
dropped after a few generations and the place-name became a 
genuine surname |for example, Geoffrey Mandeville}. 

The common people did not acquire surnames quite so early. 
Those adopted were derived mainly from patronymics, from 
places, or from trades. Smith, Miller, and Baker are examples 
of trade-names. Patronymics, such as Johnson, have already 
been explained. Place-names were of two kinds. They might 
be descriptive of present residence, such as At-water, At-well, or 
Wood-end [Wooden]. Or a peasant going to another village to 
live might be called ‘Robert from Stafford’ to distinguish him 
from local Roberts. This would quickly be abbreviated to 
‘Robert Stafford’ and thus a new surname would have come into 
existence. 

Because of this last fact, it should never be assumed that iden- 
tity of surname implies a common ancestry. Suppose, for example, 
that a wealthy family held large estates in Stafford and was 
therefore called ‘de Stafford’ and later merely ‘Stafford.’ A 
member of this family, let us say, was summoned to Parliament 
and became Baron Stafford. The family grew in wealth and 
importance, and its head was created an earl. But because of 
the English custom of entailing the landed estate to the eldest _ 
son, there would be younger sons in almost every generation who 
would be untitled and unpropertied unless they married heiresses. 
Here and there, younger sons of younger sons would have 
declined in the social scale to the rank of yeomen or even peasants. 

Suppose an early settler in this country to be named Stafford. 
It is conceivable that he descended from a younger branch of 
the noble Stafford house. But we must not forget our hypothet- 
ical ‘Robert Stafford,’ the peasant who received that name 
because he came from the town of Stafford. It is equally pos- 
sible that he was the ancestor of our colonist. 

This imaginary example is given to illustrate the difficulties 
which actually do confront the genealogist many times. It is 
human nature for the inquiring amateur to assume a connection 
with the noble or titled family, although there may be several 
families of the same surname entirely unrelated in blood so far 
as known. No such claim has any meaning or validity unless 
the colonial settler has been traced by sound evidence, generation 
by generation, to the main stem of the noble house from whom 
descent is claimed. 

But we have digressed. In addition to the three chief origins 
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of surnames mentioned above, there is a fourth which should not 
be overlooked. This is the type of surname which was derived 
from some physical trait, mannerism, or peculiarity of dress, of 
some remote ancestor. Examples of such names are Black (from 
aswarthy progenitor) and Plantagenet (from the planta genista 
worn in the helmet of Geoffrey of Anjou). 

There are several books, found in most large libraries, which 

explain the derivation of surnames. Since we have no docu- 
mentary account of the manner in which most surnames came 
into existence, such etymologies are largely conjectural, though 
the majority of them can be accepted as probable. 
- It will be seen from the above condensed remarks that sur- 
names were formerly less stable than they are to-day. The Percy 
family which now flourishes is not the same family in the male 
line to which Hotspur belonged, for the husband of the Percy 
heiress assumed the name with her hand and title. This 
occurred frequently in mediaeval times, when a younger son 
married an heiress and took her name and landed property. 

Surnames have not always been stable, either, as to pronuncia- 
tion and spelling. Vowel sounds are notoriously tricky and sub- 
ject to variation. Thus we gain the variant forms, Tharp and 
Thorp, Tapping and Topping, Kemble and Kimball, Allison and 
Ellison. Shakespeare’s pun on ‘Rome’ and ‘room’ was only 
possible because in his day the long ‘o’ was pronounced ‘oo.’ 
This accounts for the shifting of Coley to Cooley and of Gold to 
Gould. 

The average American pronounces clerk and merchant as 
though they were spelled clurk and murchant. The English 
continue to give the ‘e’ in such words its true short sound, so 
that with a bit of exaggeration we might say that their pronun- 
ciation is clairk and mairchant. There was a period when this 
sound was flattened more than it is to-day, and this is the obvious 
origin of the names Clark and Marchant. We need scarcely 
refer to the identical change in such names as Derby and Hert- 
ford which converted them into Darby and Hartford. 

Similarly, the names Pierpont and Pierson or Pearson were 
formerly pronounced as though the first syllable spelled the fruit 
known as pear. The syllable is now pronounced in this country 
more as though it were spelled peer. While the old pronuncia- 
tion prevailed, it was flattened, and we can observe the strange 
transformation of Pierson into Parson or Parsons. In fact, a 
majority of the descendants of one of the early Pierson settlers 
in New England to-day spell their name Parsons, 

In a like fashion, the given name Mercy was pronounced and 
spelled Marcy. This has naturally caused confusion with the 
name Mary, a confusion for which untrained genealogists and 
not the old recorders are nearly always responsible. The writer 
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has seen but one or two cases where the names were actually 
confused in such contemporary sources as recorded deeds, and 
here the error may have been made by the recorder who copied 
the original deeds into the record volume. There is no foundation 
for the statement frequently seen that the names were used inter- 
changeably. 

While vowel changes produce the greater part of the variations 
in surnames, consonant changes are not unknown. We all 
remember the old antiquary in Hardy’s novel who explains that 
the family of Tess had been originally a branch of the Norman 
house of D’Urberville, though the name had been converted into 
the more English form of Darbyfield. The writer has encoun- 
tered a similar change in this country, from Umfreville (or 
Humphreyville, as more often spelled) into Umberfield. 

This is really an example of the changes that occur when a 
‘*foreign’’ name is anglicized. The French name Saint John 
retained its French pronunciation, though the spelling was pho- 
netically rendered Sension. Some of the changes that took 
place when Dutch or German names were spelled as they sounded 
to the English are fearful to contemplate, but we reserve specific 
mention for a future article, 

Some names of the patronymic type lost their last syllable. 
This was very common with Dutch names of this type, as we 
see, for example, in the use of Jans for Jansen. But it is found 
also to some extent in English names; Wilcoxson and Rowland- 
son were on occasion abbreviated to Wilcox and Rowland. Not 
only do we find confusion in early days with regard to the last 
syllable of such names as Allen-Alling and Wooden-Wooding, 
but there were shifts of another type in’such names as Marvin- 
Marvell and Linden-Lindall. 

The beginner may conclude that almost any name could be 
converted into almost any other name. But that would be too 
hasty a conclusion. The changes that occurred followed definite 
philological principles. A few examples have been given above. 
A real understanding 0% the shifts in pronunciation and spelling 
could not be gained without a considerable study of Old English, 
Old French, and Middle English. However, it is asking too 
much of the genealogist to expect him to become an expert philol- 
ogist, and it is unnecessary unless his interest in the subject 
drives him perforce to such studies. For the average genealo- 
gist it is sufficient to learn that changes of certain types are 
found and that changes of other types are not found. 

The inexperienced genealogist finds it almost more important 
to learn what changes took place in Christian names. Those 
who were baptized with stiff Bible names sometimes had them 
softened in use into what passed for their English equivalents. 
Thus, many a girl who rejoiced in the Hebrew name of Mehitabel 
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dropped four letters out of the name and was known as Mabel; 
though the two names are entirely distinct in origin. Our ances- 
tors were poor etymologists, and if names looked or sounded 
somewhat similar, it was good: enough for them. But here again, 
as with Mary and Mercy, which were not confused, some shifts 
took place while others did not. 

The names Ann, Anna, and Hannah, were used without much 
distinction as variants of the same name; but when the form 
Annie appears in the early generations of a Puritan family in 
the printed history, the expert genealogist knows at once that 
he is dealing with a history prepared by a novice. The form 
Annie was simply not used among the English settlers of New 
England. When found in print, it is usually the compiler’s mis- 
reading for Amie, an old spelling of Amy. The French form 
Marie and the German form Maria were also unknown in early 
New England as variants of Mary. The spe.‘ing Marie does 
indeed occur, but it is no more significant than the spelling 
Abigal for Abigail. It was not pronounced, like the French 
form, with the accent on the last syllable, but was merely another 
way of spelling Mary. The spelling Maria does not occur among 
the early English families, and is usually, when found in a family 
history, an error of the compiler in misreading the spelling 
Marie.* 

At certain periods and in some localities, the ‘a’ ending was 
popular in place of the ‘y’ ending. Thus we find Marah for 
Mary, and Salla for Sally. Other corruptions and confusions 
are found, such as the spelling Elidia for Lydia and Elemuel 
for Lemuel. These may signify an almost Welsh stress on the 
initial ‘1.’ Amelia and Pamelia or Pamela seem to have been 
regarded at times as variants of the same name. Bennet as a 
girl’s name was an abbreviated form of Benedicta. Austin was 
derived from Augustine; and when used as a Christian name 
was sometimes reconverted back into Augustine or even into 
Augustus, 

It was an old English custom to place an ‘n’ in front of a 
name beginning with ‘e.’ Among surnames, Noakes is derived 
in this way from Oakes. This custom explains the use of Ned 
as an abbreviation of Edward, and of Nell as a nickname for 
Ellen. This last name, by the way, varies all the way from the 
mediaeval Alianor to Ellen, Eleanor, Helen, and Helena. It is 
not uncommon to find any of these last four forms applied to the 
same individual without discrimination. 

The amateur will find it essential to learn what nicknames 


* Maria was also the Latin form, hence is found in parish registers where the incumbent 
was a scholar and wrote the Latin equivalents for English names. This does not mean 
that the child was ever known by the Latin form of the name. 
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were derived from each name, for earlier generations were lax 
and did not insist on the use of the legal name in public records. 
Molly and Polly were used for Mary, Patty for Martha, Sene 
for Asenath, Sukey for Susan, Dolly for Dorothy. Eliza and 
Lizzie do not appear to have been used very early for Elizabeth, 
but Betty is occasionally found. The name was often abbreviated 
in records as ‘‘Eliza:’’ but that does not mean that it was 
actually called Eliza. Elsie, sometimes spelled Else or Elee, was 
a softened form of Alice, and the same woman was often known 
as both Alice and Elsie, 

A monograph might be written on each name. The amateur 
has much to learn about the use of names, and most of such 
knowledge he can acquire for himself as he handles original 
record sources more and more. The use of names and nicknames 
varied to some extent in different sections of the country, hence 
it is not always safe to speak dogmatically of what was custo- 
mary, since regional variations may be found. 


MARRIAGE 


The Puritans who settled in New England were in some 
respects the radicals of their generation and departed from the 
traditions of the Church of England. In their view marriage 
was not a sacrament, but a civil contract, and only magistrates 
were licensed to perform the marriage ceremony. But not all 
the immigrants were Puritans, and the sentiment in favor of 
clerical marriage ceremonies grew sufficiéntly strong to cause 
the General Court of Connecticut Colony to pass the following 
law in October, 1694: ‘‘This Court doe for the sattisfaction of 
such as are conscienciously desireous to be marryed by the 
ministers of their plantations doe grant the ordayned ministers 
of the seuerall plantations in this Colony liberty to joyne in 
mariage such persons as are qualifyed for the same according 
to law.’’ 

Thereafter, both civil and religious marriages were legal in 
Connecticut, and the latter became increasingly popular as Puri- 
ian ideas receded further in the background of time. 

Incest was at first punished with death, in accordance with 
scriptural law, but after 1700, though still viewed with loathing, 
the penalty was made less severe. 

In some colonies many years passed before there was a law 
defining the bounds of relationship within which marriage was 
permitted. In general, it was a matter of custom, and in this 
the Puritans were not at all radical but followed the traditions 
which they had brought with them from England. Marriages 
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with relations closer than first cousins were considered incestu- 
ous, and marriages between first cousins were not very common, 
though usually not forbidden by law. It was extremely common 
for relatives more distant than first cousins to marry. 

It is not generally known that marriage was not allowed to 
‘‘in laws’? who came within the prohibited degrees of relation- 
ship. The biblica) dictum that husband and wife become one 
flesh was taken in the most literal sense. Hence, the wife of a 
son, or the daughter of a wife, became a man’s daughter; his 
wife’s sister, or the wife of his brother, became his sister; his 
wife’s aunt, or his uncle’s wife, became his aunt; and so on. 
Marriage with such ‘‘in laws’’ was frowned upon and usually 
prohibited in precisely the same way as if they had been actual 
blood relatives. 

In the records of the Friends [Quakers] of Newport, R. L., an 
example of this is found. On 2 Aug. 1692, ‘‘Dan" Gould Jacob 
Mott John Borden Returne theare Answer they ware with W™ 
Wodall and delt tend"ley with him But the substance of what 
wee Could Gett wass y‘ hee does still Justifie his marriage with 
his daughter in Law.’’ Four weeks later, we read: ‘‘Dan" 
Gould, Walter Clarke: & Tho: Rodman hath drawne up A Test- 
timoney agaynst W™ Wodalls practis & y* sperit y': Leades him 
to Justifie y® practis; ffor him to marey y® woman y‘ was his 
owne Sones wife.’’ Three months later the transgressor had 
died, for we read: ‘‘The seurall Tender dealings of this meeting 
with William Woodall hath Ended in y‘ hee was Taken ought 
of y® Bodey By death soone After ffriends sent him a Copey of 
Theare deneyall of his marriage.’’ 

About 1693, in New Haven, Conn., Nathaniel Finch ventured 
to marry the sister of his deceased wife. Legal steps were soon 
taken, and eventually the marriage was denounced by the bride 
herself and by her father, and was declared void by the County 
Court. 

In 1768 died the wife of Jacob Pinto, a merchant of New 
Haven, Conn., who by birth was Thankful daughter of Capt. 
James Peck. Thereafter, the births of four children of ‘‘ Jacob 
and Abigail Pinto’’ were entered in the vital records. There is 
a stone to the memory of Thankful and Abigail Pinto, the first 
and second wives of Jacob Pinto. Despite this evidence that 
Jacob was legally married to Abigail, Jacob’s will called the four 
children by Abigail ‘‘my natural children,’’ though he described 
the three sons by Thankful merely as his children; and he left 
a third of his movables and the use of a third of his realty (the 
legal dower of a wife) to ‘‘ Abigail the daughter of Capt.’ James 
Peck,’’ and throughout the will she was thus described and not 
once called his wife. The explanation is simply that she was his 
deceased wife’s sister; and fearing that the legality of his mar- 
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riage might be questioned by the sons of the first wife and his 
will broken if he called Abigail his wife, he cireumvented this 
possibility by giving her the equivalent of her dower without 
specifying the relationship she bore to him. 

An even more recent case comes to light in the will of Silliman 
Willson of Fairfield, Conn., made 17 Apr. 1830, in which he 
made provision for his wife Ann. He added a codicil over two 
years later in which he states that he understands that the mar- 
riage ‘‘between myself and Ann Willson named in my will as 
my wife was invalid by reason of the relation between me and 
her last husband Daniel Willson deceased, although we have lived 
hitherto wholly ignorant of any defect in our marriage relation,’’ 
and he therefore proceeded to make the same provision for her 
whether the marriage was valid or not. Ann was his second 
wife, and was the widow of his nephew, Daniel Willson. 

A final instance, which occurred in Connecticut about 1810, is 
that of a woman who was excommunicated by a Congregational 
Chureh because she had married the uncle of her deceased 
husband. 

It will be seen from the above examples that marriage to the 
near kin of a deceased husband or wife was viewed with disfavor 
and even considered invalid throughout the colonial period and 
for a number of decades thereafter. No law has ever been 
obeyed one hundred per-cent ; unquestionably there were infrac- 
tions of these marriage regulations. Such infractions grow more 
numerous as we reach a more recent period, but they were infre- 
quent during the first century of New England history. 

For this reason, it is always well to view with suspicion state- 
ments that a man married his deceased wife’s sister. The writer 
has investigated several such claims, in the period before 1700, 
and has either disproved them or found that the evidence in 
favor of them was insufficient to establish them as true. It was 
found that most of these claims were injudicious guesses made 
by genealogical writers who were ignorant of the prejudice that 
long prevailed in the New England colonies against such 
marriages, 

Having considered, perhaps at too great length, the sentiment 
which usually prevented the marriage of those who were already 
closely related by marriage, it will be more useful, in a general 
way, to consider what factors did determine marriage. Of 
these, propinquity played the greatest part. 

A large majority of men in colonial days found brides in the 
households of neighbors. The population was then mostly rural, 
or confined to villages and small towns; there was little to call 
a man away from his paternal acres; and primitive transporta- 
tion facilities did not encourage travel on a wide seale. Hence 
it is not surprising that most marriages were home-made affairs. 
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The farmer’s son, going on an errand to the blacksmith’s or the 
shoemaker’s, lingered to chat with the red-cheeked daughter of 
the house. Or the romance developed at a harvest party, or 
walking or riding home from church. 

Marriages outside one’s native town were more common in 
the upper social grades. The minister’s daughter, or the Gov- 
ernor’s daughter, might not find many eligible local suitors, and 
hence prefer the suit of a young visiting clergyman or lawyer. 
The sons of the owners of manors and plantations were also 
likely to look for brides in their own class rather than among the 
plebeian girls of the neighborhood. 

A marked trait of the colonists was their clannishness. One 
marriage between two families was likely to lead to others. John 
marries Jane, and when Jane’s first child is born, her sister Ann 
stays with her to ‘‘help out’’ with household duties and the 
care of the mother and infant. John’s brother David is often in 
the house; propinquity plays its fatal réle, and a few months 
later David and Ann become husband and wife. 

So frequently did a second and even a third alliance occur 
between members of the same families, that the wise genealogist 
utilizes this fact when hunting for a missing wife in the ancestral 
line. John’s marriage to Jane was not recorded, and we desire 
to learn Jane’s identity. The wives and husbands of John’s 
brothers and sisters are therefore ascertained, and search is made 
of their families to discover whether there was an eligible Jane 
among their close relatives. While making this search, it is 
learned that Ann, wife of John’s brother David, had a sister 
Jane of proper age. The will of the father of Ann and Jane 
is then consulted, and (if we are lucky) the will calls Jane the 
wife of this particular John. Many problems of this type have 
been solved by following the method described. 

Another method to ascertain the identity of a missing wife is 
to consult the record of births and baptisms for all Janes (sup- 
posing that to be the name) born in the town within the range 
of perhaps five years in which the birth of our Jane must fall. 
If we do not know her approximate date of birth from her age 
at death, we can estimate it from the births of her eldest and 
youngest children, on the basis that she was probably not much 
under eighteen years nor over forty-five years at the births 
respectively of the eldest and youngest children. Or we may 
simply estimate that she was between eighteen and twenty-four 
at marriage. Having found two or three Janes recorded as 
born within the proper period, we consult the wills of their 
fathers, study the Christian names in their immediate families 
to learn whether our Jane conferred these names on her own 
children, and take all other expedient steps to uncover clues and 
to prove such theories as we have formed. 
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These steps sometimes, but not always, lead to success. It is 
unsafe to depend on this method too far, unless it actually 
uncovers record evidence. Some have assumed too readily that 
the only Jane they have found recorded in the given town and 
at the proper date, must be identical with the Jane whose maiden 
name and parentage they are seeking. But our Jane may have 
escaped having her birth recorded; or she may have been born 
in some other town. 

For despite the usual custom of marrying a neighbor’s 
daughter, frequent exceptions to the rule are found. It is well 
not to overlook geographical considerations. If John’s family 
lived in an outlying section, a girl whose family lived in the 
adjacent section of the next township may have been a closer 
neighbor than most of the girls in his own township. Occa- 
sionally, too, a man married at a considerable distance from his 
home, and we must spend a little thought on the reasons for 
these distant alliances. 

First of all, a man living in any coast town, if he followed 
the sea in his youth, had the opportunity to meet girls in any 
coast town from Maine to Carolina. Merchants in the north 
sometimes settled for a few years in a southern port, later 
returning with a wife and children acquired during their sojourn. 
Young men came to college towns from distant points to obtain 
an education, and once in a while formed an attachment for a 
local girl. River traffic must also be considered; for water, 
whether coastal or inland, was the easiest method of travel in 
colonial days. 

The habit of visiting relatives played a large part in the acqui- 
sitions of wives who came from distant towns. Next to pro- 
pinquity, novelty is the factor most likely to play a part in 
romance. The home-town girl is an old story; the girl from out 
of town is a mystery. 

Two actual examples will illustrate how these out-of-town 
alliances came about; and if they are chosen from Connecticut 
families with which the writer is most familiar, it will not 
matter, since the basic principles hold good anywhere. Thomas 
Osborn settled early in New Haven, Conn., but later, leaving his 
son Jeremiah here, removed with his other sons to Easthampton, 
L. I. Some fifty years later, Jeremiah’s granddaughter Mary 
Osborn was married at New Haven to Ephraim Osborn. Since 
Ephraim could not be placed in the New Haven branch, the 
theory was formed that he came from one of the Easthampton 
branches. Research proved this theory; he was a second cousin 
of Mary, and presumably fell in love with her while visiting his 
distant relatives in New Haven. Now Mary’s brother Jeremiah 
had a wife Elizabeth whose identity had never been ascertained 
by research in New Haven, where they lived. Apparently he 
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met her while paying a return visit to his Osborn relatives in 
Easthampton, for the church records there contain the entry of 
his marriage to Elizabeth Wheeler. 

New Haven records give the marriage of Mr. John Glover to 
Mrs. Margery Hubbard in 1700, and the entry states that they 
were married by Israel Chauncey. When the minister or magis- 
trate who performed a ceremony is known, we are provided with 
an important clue, since brides were usually married by the 
minister or magistrate of their own towns. Finding that Israel 
Chauncey was the Stratford (Conn.) minister, it followed that 
Margery was from that town. No Hubbards were found in 
Stratford at that period, but a Margery Hubbell was found who 
was of the proper age and social status for the marriage to 
Mr. Glover. 

Evidence of the circumstantial type was afforded by several 
collateral facts. Mr. Glover and his wife removed to Stratford 
after a few years. His sister Mehitabel married a Stratford 
merchant in 1705. His half-sister, Abigail Thompson, was mar- 
ried in 1707 to Richard Hubbell of Stratford, brother of Margery 
Hubbell. Positive proof was not discovered until the Newtown 
(Conn.) records were searched. The Glovers removed after a 
few years to Newtown, and Mr. Glover had his marriages and 
the births of his children entered on the records there. The 
name of his first wife was then recorded as Margery Hubbell. 
The name Hubbard was an error of the New Haven clerk, and 
the term ‘‘Mrs.’’ applied to her was a title of respect often 
applied to maidens of good family, and did not signify that she 
was a widow when she married Mr. Glover. 

Sometimes a girl was married in a town where her surname 
had not previously appeared in the records, and it is a mystery 
how she got there. The explanation is often that she accom- 
panied a widowed mother who had married a citizen of that 
town. Children and young people under age did not usually 
appear in a town unless brought there by relatives; and it was 
not uncommon for an orphaned child to go to live with an 
uncle or cousin. These considerations are often of great impor- 
tance to the genealogist in tracing ‘‘stray’’ individuals whose 
antecedents are not readily apparent. 

Divorces were more common in colonial days than is generally 
supposed. Quite early, in Connecticut, one finds mention of 
them in the Colony records and in the records of the Court of 
Assistants. Until 1796, the files of the Superior Court, at the 
State Library, Hartford, should be examined; they are arranged 
in dockets by years and counties. Thereafter, they will be 
found in the Superior Court records at each County seat.* 


*If informed readers will explain where divorce records may be found in other colonies, 
we shall be glad to publish the information. 


; 


WEEKES AND WICKES OF LONG ISLAND 
By Herpert F. of Baltimore, Maryland 


Material for a genealogy of the descendants of Francis Weekes 
of Oyster Bay, New York, and also for one of those of Thomas 
Wickes of Huntington, New York, were collected and published 
by the late Robert Dodd Weekes in 1885. Mr. Weekes was not 
interested particularly in those whom he believed to have been 
his Long Island collaterals, and consequently the connections 
listed in the publication were not treated with a critical spirit. 
Chiefly interested in the descendants of George Weekes, which 
he published under the title of Genealogy of Family of George 
Weekes, of Dorchester, Massachusetts, (463 pages, 1885), he 
disposes of Francis Weekes and Thomas Wickes by stating that 
they were probably brothers of George Weekes. Since that time 
this supposition has appeared in subsequent publications, and 
has passed as positive fact. 

John Cox junior, in the Cocks-Cock-Cox Genealogy which was 
published in 1914, in the appendix, cites most of the biography 
of Francis Weekes and lists certain of the descendants. In the 
New York Genealogical and Biographical Record, volume LVIII, 
page 280 et seqg., Miss Alice Delano Weekes enlarges upon this 
account of Francis Weekes, which, except for two items. is cor- 
rect. In the genealogies of the Haviland and Frost families, 
respectively by Mrs. Samuel K. (Josephine C.) Frost, are items 
relating to Francis Weekes, and in her Long Island Genealogies 
Mrs. Mary P. Bunker takes part of her story obviously from 
Robert D. Weekes. In most of these a statement appears to the 
effect that Francis Weekes first appeared in Salem, Massachu- 
setts, was of Rhode Island and finally of Oyster Bay, New York, 
and this is qualified with a statement referring to his more or 
less direct relationship to George Weekes and Thomas Wickes. 

The commonly reported advent to Salem, Massachusetts, is 
not sustained by immediate proof and seems to have been a mis- 
reading of evidence given by Roger Williams and reported in 
court record in 1677. The statement made by Williams is quoted 
from an affidavit made at Providence on November 17, 1677, in 
answer to a declaration of William Harris. In this, which was 
the defense of Williams,in answer to a suit brought by Harris, 
he says among other things: 

‘“My souls desire was to do the natives good, and ... . therefore 
desired not to be troubled with English company, yet out of Pity, I gave 
leave to W. Harris, then poor and destitute, to come along in my company, 
I consented to John Smith, Miller, at Dorchester, (banished also) to go 


with me, and at John Smith’s desire, to a poor young fellow, Francis 
Wicks (sic) as also to a lad of Richard Waterman’s.’’ 


This refers to the final leave-taking in 1636 of Williams from 


¥ 
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the Massachusetts Bay Colony because of religious differences. 
In coming from Salem down towards his future settlement he 
met four persons who requested permission to accompany him, 
and he consented rather unwillingly. These four were William 
Harris, John Smith, Francis Weekes, and probably Thomas 
Angell. <A fifth, Joshua Verin, was added later. That Francis 
Wicks, so-called, and Francis Weekes, almost immediately after- 
ward of Providence, Rhode Island, were one and the same, there 
seems to be no question. 

Search of the records of Salem, Massachusetts, has yielded no 
immediate record of Francis Weekes. The text of Williams’ 
statement clearly indicates that he met John Smith at Dor- 
chester, and inasmuch as Francis Weekes joined the party at 
the request of Smith, the inference is plainly that Williams 
picked him up at Dorchester as well. 

The qualification further on Williams’ part that he was a poor 
young fellow would be consistent with the fact that Smith spon- 
sored his joining the Williams expedition. 

Francis Weekes does not appear of record in or before 1636 
in Dorchester, as far as we can ascertain after diligent search, 
and therefore Williams’ statement is all that we have. It may 
well be supposed that a possible minor, and even a runaway 
indenturee, would be a member of someone else’s household, and 
consequently escape recording by the town fathers. John Smith, 
with whom he seems to be associated first, had been an humble 
settler with Barnaby Fower in the marshes near Dorchester, 
probably practicing his trade of miller with the assistance of 
streams draining the district. This John Smith should not be 
confused with the well-known John Smith, Quartermaster, a 
resident also of Dorchester. Because of the ubiquity of the 
name we know nothing further which would aid us in determin- 
ing whether Smith was related to Weekes or not. 

In the same year, and probably within three months after 
Francis Weekes had left Dorchester, George Weekes appears as 
a resident therein. This on the face of things would lead one to 
suppose that these two were closely related, except for a few 
indications which do not fit in well with such a presumption. 
In the first instance, George Weekes was easily old enough to 
have been Francis Weekes’ father, and with years to spare, which 
renders the likelihood of fraternal relafionship most improbable. 
Francis Weekes was illiterate; George Weekes and his connec- 
tions for the most part were not only literate but possessed of 
a cultural background which was different from that of Francis 
Weekes. George Weekes was able to accept the religious life of 
Dorchester and hence of the Massachusetts Bay Colony; Francis 
Weekes associated himself with a decidedly heterodox minister, 
and in Long Island records he removed from two towns because 
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of religious discrimination. The writer believes that it is doubt- 
ful that George Weekes was in Dorchester when Williams picked 
up Francis Weekes. A man of his position and seniority would 
undoubtedly have been mentioned in the town records, as he 
was frequently after 1636; but prior to the departure of Francis 
Weekes he does not seem to have been there. 

The indications favoring such a relationship chiefly are that 
the name of George appears redundantly in the early generations 
descended from Francis; and that they both appear in the same 
town in the same year. 

Thomas Wickes of Wethersfield, and Stamford, Connecticut, 
and of Huntington, New York, does not seem to have been related 
to either of the above. Wickes (generally so called), who was 
literate, wrote his name in the earliest documents extant in the 
Huntington Town Records as wilks, consistently. In one instance 
of record which the writer knows of, the name was misread as 
Weeks when written Wilks, notwithstanding the fact that the 
old-fashioned e was written differently than we know it now. 
The 7 was not dotted and the / had been partly obliterated. 
Moreover, the statement to the effect that he married Isabella, 
daughter of Richard and Elizabeth (Potter) Harcourt of Oyster 
Bay appears to be without foundation, as the said lady was the 
wife of Thomas Weekes of Oyster Bay, son of Francis and 
Elizabeth. 

Wickes, or to give him his proper name, Wilkes, is indicated 
by investigations now current to have been the son of Edward 
Wilkes of the suburb of Shottery in Stratford-on-Avon, War- 
wickshire, by Katheren Rogers his wife, a relative of William 
Rogers also of Huntington, New York, and close friend of 
Thomas Wilkes or Wickes. These people were unrelated to 
George or Francis Weekes, so far as we can ascertain, a fact 
which seems very definite. 

The English connections of both George and Francis Weekes 
are unknown. Robert D. Weekes believed that George Weekes 
came from the vicinity of the mouth of the River Exe in Devon, 
and the tradition among certain descendants of Francis is that 
he is descended of the well-known Honeychurch branch of the 
family, also in Devon. There may be a clue to the ancestry of 
Francis in the connections of Joseph Weekes who married Mary 
Moiford in the city of Exeter, Devonshire, in 1611, and of whose 
children nothing save the names of two (Joseph and Mary) is 
known.* Mary Molford, the wife of Joseph Weekes, was the 
daughter of Thomas Molford and Susanna Southecott. It is 
worthy of note that Thomas and Richard Southecott were in 
charge of one of the first two expeditions to Dorchester, and it 


* Vivian's Visitations of the County of Devon, p. 776; parish registers of Exeter, Devon. 
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is possible that they were related to Francis Weekes and may 
have brought him over. In that event, were Francis Weekes the 
son of Joseph, such a relationship could be easily explained, and 
the fact that Francis Weekes named one of his first two sons 
Joseph, as well. 


THE IDENTIFICATION OF EMIGRANT ANCESTORS 
By Linian J. REDSTONE, of Woodbridge, Suffolk, England 


The problem of identification is the hardest nut which the 
genealogist has to crack. Identification of anyone who moves 
from place to place is rarely easy; when he transfers himself 
from one quarter of the globe to another, it becomes particularly 
difficult. 

Happy is the genealogist who finds in contemporary record 
direct proof of identity in such words as a bequest to ‘‘my son 
John now overseas in New England.’’ The value of wills for 
this purpose is well-known, witness the constant utility of such 
works as Waters’ Genealogical Gleanings in England. A less 
commonly used source is the court-roll. The reason for its 
neglect is twofold. It is not so easy of access as the will; and 
it is more technical in its nature, 

Court-rolls are not generally in the custody of a public official 
who is bound to produce them upon demand. They are normally 
privately owned, and permission to see them varies from point- 
blank refusal to the demand for a heavy search-fee. Yet some 
owners are very generous in allowing them to be examined, and 
very considerable numbers of rolls do exist in public custody 
as at the Public Record Office and the British Museum. The 
recent Property Act is gradually adding to the number of rolls 
accessible to the public. It gave general power over them to the 
Master of the Rolls, who has encouraged their deposit with 
authorized custodians, often the local librarians. 

The technicalities of the court-roll are not really difficult to 
master, and they have an important bearing upon emigration 
generally. It is admitted by modern students that the propor- 
tion of emigrants, who sprang from the class of lords of the 
manor, such as the Winthrops, is small in comparison with the 
numerous emigrants of the class who would hold land, in small 
or great quantities, of the manor. The value of the court-roll 
lies in the fact that, however small the quantity of land held, 
the record of its transfer appears upon the manor roll in all its 
detail. Thus, if our emigrant ancestor only held a tiny messuage 
with half an acre of garden we may hope to find definite proof 
of his identity in some such terms as follow: 

John Smith of Connecticut in New England came by Thomas 
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Browne his attorney and surrendered into the lord’s hand a 
messuage and half an acre of land with the appurtenances in 
Aton, (which he took up in the court of this manor, holden on 
Thursday 23 April 10 James I upon the death of his father 
James Smith, as more fully appears by the roll of that court), 
to the use of William Browne and his heirs for ever.* 

Thus we have the record of John Smith’s disposal of his 
small copyhold after he had decided to make a permanent home 
in New England. If we are very fortunate, and the Smiths had 
long resided in that same house, or owned land in the same 
manor, we may even get the descent of that land from generation 
to generation, back perhaps to the stormy times of 1381, when 
one of his ancestors (from whom he inherited venturesomeness 
as well as land) helped to burn all the court-rolls of the manor, 
in a vain hope of freeing their lands from the services due to the 
lord. 

The choice of the particular rolls to be searched is a harder 
task than it is with wills. In their case, many calendars exist, 
and when the surname has been located in a certain district, 
it is a comparatively simple matter to read the wills proved in 
the courts for that district. The use of court-rolls to prove 
identity must come at a later stage in the search. For example, 
it is not until a group of emigrants have been located (say) at 
such a place as Hatfield Broadoak in Essex, that it becomes 
worth while to examine the court-rolls of the manor of Barring- 
tons in Hatfield, which exist at the British Museum or in the 
Colchester Public Library, in the hope of finding absolute proof 
of identifications, towards which evidence already exists. 

The genealogist cannot fall back upon modern tests of identity. 
He has no means of comparing fingerprints, although he may 
sometimes make use of an expert in comparing signatures. He 
can, however, have, as it were, a preliminary identification 
parade of possible ancestors, and then try out his assumptions 
by means of the court-roll as well as the testamentary record. 
For in genealogy the passing of a piece of land is as valid a 
piece of proof, as the finding of stolen goods upon the person of 
a suspected thief; and the land most commonly held by persons 
of the class that emigrated in largest numbers would be just of 
the character to be recorded upon manorial records. 


* The illustration is imaginary, not an actual record.—Editor. 


THE FAMILY OF PAUL' PECK OF HARTFORD, 
CONNECTICUT 


By DonaLp LINES JAcoBUS 


Few families have been so mutilated by genealogists of the 
past as that of Deacon Paul Peck of Hartford, Conn. His wife, 
as has long been known from his will, was named Martha; her 
identity as sister of Samuel and Thomas Hale was first published 
by the present writer in Families of Old Fairfield* through the 
kind permission of the late Col. Charles E. Banks, who had dis- 
covered the proof in the Winthrop Medical Journal, in possession 
of the Massachusetts Historical Society. 

The children of Paul and Martha were thus stated in Savage’s 
Genealogical Dictionary of New England :t 

Paul 1639 

Martha 1641 m. 8 June 1665 John Cornwell 

Elizabeth 1643 m. a House of Wallingford 

John 1645 (22 Dec.) ’ 

Samuel 1647 

Joseph 1650 (22 Dee.) 

Sarah 1653 =m. Thomas Clark of Hartford 

Hannah 1656 m. 12 May 1680 John Shepherd of Hartford 
Mary 1662. m. John Andrew 


To which he added, ‘‘by some tradition,’’ but with the caution 


‘‘neither is very probable”’: 


Daughter m. Joseph Benton of Tolland 
Ruth m. 12 May 1680 Thomas Beach of Wallingford 


The will of Paul Peck, made 25 June 1695, proved 15 Jan. 
1695/6,t is the best source for knowledge of the identity of his 
children. The following relatives were named: 


eldest son Paul Peck 
grandson Paul Peck, son of Paul 
grandson Samuel Peck (‘‘my wife’’ is ‘‘his grand Mother’’) 
son-in-law Joseph Benton 
granddaughter Ruth Beach 
son Joseph Peck 
son-in-law John Shepherd 
wife Martha Peck 
my four daughters: Martha Cornwall 
Mary Andrews 
Elizabeth Howe of Wallingford 
Sarah Clarke 


All of the above-named received legacies, and it will be seen 
that the will provides evidence for the daughters who married 
Benton and Beach, whom Savage dismissed as improbable. 

Volume 1, p. 249. 


* 
+ Volume 3, p. 382. 
} See Manwaring’s Digest of Hartford Probate Records, volume 1, p. 494. 
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It is well known that Savage derived his information from 
various sources, not from any great amount of personal research 
in localities at any distance from Boston. We can but wonder 
who was responsible for the account of the children of Paul 
which he published in his Dictionary, and the exact years of 
birth accorded to the children. ; 

Hartford records yield us dates for but two of the children :* 


John born 22 Dee. 1645 
Joseph baptized 22 Dec. 1650 


Middletown records yield the marriage of John Cornwell to 
Martha Peck on 8 June 1665, and since one of their children 
was named Paul, this satisfactorily accounts for the daughter 
Martha Cornwell named in the will. However, since the young- 
est Cornwell child was not born until 1688, Savage’s date of 
birth for Martha (1641) appears to be too early, and between 
1643 and 1647 would seem more probable. 

Wallingford records yield the following :t 

Jeremiah How married 29 Oct. 1674 (name of bride not stated) 


Ebenezer Clark and Sarah Peck, married 6 May 1678 
Thomas Beach and Ruth Peck, married by Capt. Allin, 12 May 1680 


Ruth, wife of Thomas Beach, died at Wallingford, 5 Dee. 1686, 
having had four children, of whom the only survivor was Ruth 
Beach, born 24 Oct. 1683, who became the wife of Samuel Fair- 


child of Stratford. This was the grandchild Ruth Beach 
named in Paul Peck’s will, and thus the wife of’ Thomas Beach 
is identified as a danghter of Paul Peck. Captain Allyn, who 
performed the ceremony, was a Hartford magistrate. 

Elizabeth, wife of Jeremiah How, died at Wallingford, 4 Oct. 
1704; among their children the names Martha and Ruth occur, 
and these were Peck names; furthermore, two of the How 
daughters married Middletown men, and it has already been 
shown that Martha (Peck) Cornwell lived in Middletown. They 
could thus have met their future husbands while visiting at 
their aunt’s home. Jeremiah How’s brother Nathaniel also had 
a wife Elizabeth, who died at Wallingford, 29 Dec. 1713 aged 69, 
and hence was born in 1644, but among their several children 
Peck names are not found excepting the ubiquitous name of 
Mary. 

The History of Wallingford, by Davis, in the genealogies pre- 
pared by the late Elihu Yale, page 669, states that Ebenezer 
Clark married Sarah, daughter of James Peck, of New Haven. 
The present writer has always disputed this statement,t first 


* Collections of the Connecticut Historical Society, volume 14, pages 576, 581, 
+t Land Records, volume 1, pages 48, 49. 
} New Haven Genealogical Magazine, vol. 2, p. 49; vol. 8, p. 2062. 
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because James Peck is a myth who had no actual existence so 
far as contemporary New Haven records are concerned, and 
second, because no such Sarah was found in either the William 
Peck or the Henry Peck family of New Haven. The marriage 
entry was unfortunately missing from the copy of Wallingford 
vital records formerly used (but not made) by the writer, hence 
it seemed also a question whether even the name Peck was cor- 
rect. The record proves that it was; but the old objections are 
still valid against placing Sarah as a New Haven Peck. Now 
Paul Peck had two known daughters who married Wallingford 
men, and his will called another daughter Sarah Clark. None 
of the children of Ebenezer Clark received names distinctly 
reminiscent of the Paul Peck family; yet it seems extremely 
likely, on the basis of the marriage record and the mention in 
Paul Peck’s will, that it was Paul’s daughter who married Ebe- 
nezer Clark. No evidence whatever has been seen to bear out 
the statement of Savage that the wife of Thomas Clark of Hart- 
ford was the daughter of Paul Peck. If any such evidence, 
from record sources, can be supplied, we shall be glad to print 
it and to revise our present opinion. Sarah, the wife of Ebe- 
nezer Clark of Wallingford, died 20 May 1696, aged 37, hence 
was born about 1659. 

Since the time of Savage, his statement has been followed 
that Mary Peck, daughter of Paul, married John Andrews of 
Hartford. Presumably this also was the uninformed guess of 
Savage’s unknown correspondent, like the guessed birth dates. 
and the alleged marriage of Sarah to Thomas Clark. Some 
years ago, the writer, on behalf of Mr. Ernest Flagg, of New 
York City, made some study of this question, and reached the 
conclusion that Mary Peck was the wife of Daniel? Andrews, 
son of John? Andrews of Farmington. Two of the children of 
Daniel and Mary Andrews received the significant names of Paul 
and Martha. Since the children of Daniel and Mary were born 
between 1673 and 1689, we cannot accept the year 1662, given 
by Savage, as the date of Mary’s birth. That Mary was perhaps 
a decade older than Savage states, is indicated by two pieces of 
indirect evidence. The first is the fact that she was named 
between Martha and Elizabeth in her father’s will, and it was 
both natural and customary for a testator, in naming his sur- 
viving daughters, to name them in order of birth. The second 
bit of evidence is found in the will of Mrs. Elizabeth Watts of 
Hartford,* made 28 Feb. 1665/6, in which she gave a pewter 
platter to Hannah Ensign, and another to Mary Peck. These 
were apparently young girls. approaching marriageable age in 
1666, and this is certainly true of Hannah Ensign who by 1676 


* Manwaring’s Digest of Hartford Probate Records, volume 1, pp. 247, 248. 
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was a married woman with at least one child.* They were 
neighbors’ children who perhaps had been kind to Mrs. Watts 
and whom she wished to remember in a small way in her will. 
Yet if we accept Savage’s date, Mary Peck was then scarcely 
more than three years old. 

The best evidence against the statement that Mary Peck 
became the wife of John Andrews of Hartford is found in 
Winthrop’s Medical Journal, where appears the fact that one 
Ruth Lilly of Hartford, aged 19, was sister of John Andrews’ 
wife.t This was in 1667, hence the sister of Ruth Lilly was 
presumably the mother of Samuel, born about Jan. 1669/70, 
older of the two surviving children of John Andrews of Hartford. 
He may have had a second wife, mother of Mary, born about 
Feb. 1681/2; for in 1698 it appears that Mary had an interest 
in the estate of Isaac Cakebread of Hartford and chose Joshua 
Carter for her guardian. Hence there is evidence that John 
Andrews married first, a Lilly girl, and possibly second, a rela- 
tive of Isaac Cakebread. In any event, there is nothing to indi- 
cate that this John Andrews of Hartford ever married Mary 
Peck. He died 6 June 1690 and left a widow, whose name is 
not mentioned.t 

The best discussion of the Paul Peck family in print is to be 
found in Flagg’s Founding of New England, pages 361-363, also 
page 225. The present article is designed to supplement the 
account there given, and to make a few additions and corrections 
on the basis of more recent discoveries. 

From the considerations discussed above, and from Mr. Flagg’s 
comments and other sources, we present the following tentative 
account. 

Deacon Paul Peck, born about 1620 (testified in 1683 aged 
about 60, probably an under-statement), died 23 Dec. 1695; mar- 
ried Martha Hale, born about 1622 (Winthrop’s statement of 
her age), died after 25 June 1695. Children (our tentative 
dates of birth are in the first column; Savage’s dates for con- 
trast in the second column; marriage dates are in the third 
column ; and death dates in the fourth) : 


Paul 1643 [1639] e. 1665 
John 1645 1645 

Martha 1647 [1641] 1665 
Mary 1650 [1662] e. 1672 
Elizabeth 1653 [1643 ] 1674 


* Manwaring’s Digest of Hartford Probate Records, volume 1, 
+ Courtesy of the late Col. Charles E. Banks, from snpundiiied ss. of the Massa- 
chusetts Historical Society. 
{ See Manwaring’s Digest of Hartford Probate Records, volume 1, pages 400, 544. 
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Hannah 1656 1656 1680 

Sarah 1659 [1653] 1678 1696 
Ruth 1661 1680 1686 
Joseph 1663 [1650] ce. 1685 1698 
Daughter 1665 — e.1687? bef. 1695 


It will be observed that the alleged son Samuel, born according 
to Savage in 1647, drops out entirely. According to Miss Mary 
Kingsbury Talcott, in the Memorial History of Hartford County,* 
Samuel lived in the West Division of Hartford and died 10 Jan. 
1696, leaving a widow Elizabeth and son Samuel. If this were 
so, he survived his father, yet Paul’s will made no mention what- 
ever of such a son. He gave lands to his sons Paul and Joseph, 
and wrote, ‘‘I ordain my two sons, Paul Peck and Joseph Peck, 
and my son-in-law John Shepherd, to be my Executors.’’ It 
seems quite clear, therefore, that he left no surviving son Samuel. 
The gift of his own house was made to ‘‘my grandson Samuel 
Peck, who now liveth with me.’’ Paul Peck, Jr., had a son 
Samuel. 

In the list of freemen in Hartford, Oct. 1669, are found the 
names of ‘‘Pall Pecke Senr.’’ and ‘‘Pall Pecke Junr.’’t The 
name of Samuel does not appear, though according to Savage he 
would then have been twenty-two years of age. His name does 
not appear in the Colony records at all. There is no estate of 
any Samuel in or before 1696 in the Hartford probate records. 
The earliest mention found of any Samuel in the Hartford land 
records was in 1698, when he witnessed a deed.t This could 
have been the son of Paul Peck, Jr., then aged eighteen years 
if we accept the usual statement as to the dates of birth of the 
children of Paul, Jr. 

There seems to be no record authority for the existence of the 
alleged son Samuel, and until such evidence is forthcoming, we 
have eliminated him from the family. He is entirely unneces- 
sary to provide a father for the grandson Samuel named in the 
will of Paul, Sr. For Paul, Jr., had a son Samuel, who aceord- 
ing to the old Peck Genealogy§ was born in 1680 and settled in 
Berlin, Conn., but is credited with no family or history. And 
then the mythical Samuel is given a son Samuel who married 
Abigail Collier in Hartford, 6 Mar. 1701, and settled in Middle- 
town (the part now Berlin). Eliminate the mythical Samuel 
and his equally mythical son, and the identity of the Berlin 
Samuel as son of Paul, Jr., is clearly indicated. 

The son Joseph died 26 June 1698 leaving a widow Ruth and 


* Volume 1, page 255. 

t Colonial Records of Connecticut, vol. 2, p. 519. 

* Collections of the Connecticut Historical Society, vol. 14, p. 249. 
§ By Ira B. Peck, published 1868, p. 368. 
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two children, both under five years of age. It is therefore 
unnecessary to postulate so early a date of birth as Savage 
assigns to him. 

Of the daughters, Hannah and Ruth married in the same year ; 
the dates assigned to them are very uncertain and are based 
entirely on the year when they married. Perhaps their position 
in the family should be reversed. All that can be said of our 
tentative dates is that they are the best which can be arrived at 
in the light of present knowledge and that, with one or two 
possible exceptions, they approximate the actual facts. 

Paul Peck, Jr., married Elizabeth Baisey, daughter of John, 
and had the following children : 


i. Pau, b. abt. 1666; d. at Litchfield, Conn., 21 Dee. 1751 in his 86th 
year (gravestone); m. 20 Aug. 1701, LEAH Merry. 

ii, Eizaperu, b. [say 1671]; m. (1) by 1696, THomas WeELcH, of Mil- 
ford; m. (2) 30 Nov. 1704, ELEAZER BreeEcuHeERr, of Milford. 

Joun, b. [say 1674]; m. at Hartford, 9 Nov. 1707, MEniTaBEL 
Reeve. John Peck of Litchfield conveyed, 19 June 1729, to 
Ebenezer Sedgwick of Hartford, all right in land laid out and 
recorded to the heirs of John Baisey deceased.* 

SAMUEL, b. [say 1676]; d. at Middletown (Berlin), 9 Dec. 1765; m. 
at Hartford, 6 Mar. 1701, ABIGAIL COLLIER. 

Hanna8, b. [say 1678]; living 1736; m. (1) at Hartford, 27 Apr. 
1699, JosePpH Hopkins; m. (2) 3 Dec. 1713, JoHN Porter, of 
Kensington. 

MarTHa, b. [say 1681]; living 1745; m. 1 Nov. 170[1?], Samven 
HvuBBARD, of Middletown (Berlin). 

WILLIAM, bapt. 14 Feb. 1685/6. 


Ruru, bapt. 3 June 1688; bur. at Wallingford, 27 Oct. 1760 ae. 76 
(church record); m. (1) at Hartford, 1 Feb. 1711, Samvuet Sepe- 
WIcK; m. (2) 3 Jan. 1728 (recorded at Wallingford), SAMUEL 
CULVER. 


The second Paul Peck died at Hartford before 2 Feb. 1724/5, 
when administration was granted to his sons John and Paul; an 
agreement of heirs, in the same month, named all of the above 
children except William.t 

Many printed authorities aver that Samuel* Peck of Middle- 
town, who married Abigail Collier, was son of the mythical 
Samuel*. To give effect to our denial, the only deeds given by 
any Samuel in Hartford Land Records of the period are the 
following :t 


Samuell Peck of Hartford to Samuell Shepard Jr. of Hartford, homelot 
with buildings given to me by my Honoured grandfather Paul Peck deceased 
in his Last will. 23 May 1707. 
wa? Peck of Hartford to Daniell Merrells of Hartford. 17 Mar. 

/8. 


* Hartford Land Records, vol. 5, p. 76. 
t Manwaring’s Digest of Hartford Probate Records, vol. 2, p. 558. 
t Vol. 1, pp. 435, 451, 511; vol. 4, pp, 162, 205, 249; vol. 11, p. 221. 


i 
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Samuell Peck ‘‘now Resident in Hartford, ’? to Eleazar Beecher of Mil- 
ford, land in the ‘‘ Westernmost devission.’’ 13 May 1709. 

‘< Whereas there is a Certain Peice of Land Lying in the West Division 
of Hartford formerly belonging to our Honered Grand Father John Bayse 
and so Decending to his Grandchildren,’’ we agree that William Baker shall 
have a third part. 1 Feb. 1724/5. Signed by Paul Peck, John Peck, 
Samuel Peck, Samuel and Martha Hubbard, John and Hannah Porter, 
William Peck (by mark), Elizabeth Beacher (by mark), William Baker, and 
Ruth Sedgwick. 

Samuel Peck of Middletown to John Skinner of Hartford. 24 June 1725. 

Samuel Peck, Sr., of Middletown, to John Wells of Wethersfield, land 
bounded north on ‘‘ Lands of the heirs of Paul Peck of Hartford Deceased.’’ 
29 Sept. 1725. 

Samuel Peck of Middletown, for love, to son Elijah Peck, now of Hart- 
ford, land laid out on ‘‘the Right of Pall Peck.’’ 15 Oct. 1762. 


To the above we add, from Middletown Land Records,* his 
first purchase there: 

Thomas Ranny, Sr., of Middletown, to Samuel Peck, ‘‘sometime of afore- 
said Hartford now rezideing at Capt. Andrew Belshurs ffarme Comonly 
called the ston house,’’ 200 acres on the western side of the great River. 
3 Mar. 1707/8. 


It should be apparent to any genealogical intelligence that the 
above abstracts pertain to but one Samuel, who in 1707 sold the 
homelot he received under the will of his grandfather, Paul’; 
who bought a large acreage in Middletown in 1708; who sold to 
his brother-in-law, Eleazer Beecher, in 1709; and who disposed 
of property received from his father, Paul’, after the latter’s 
death in 1725. There is not a word to indicate that there was a 
cousin Samuel involved in any of these transactions; and the 
term ‘‘Sr.’’ was not applied until 1725, when it was used to 
distinguish him from his own son Samuel, then over age. 

Samuel’ married at the First Church, Hartford, 6 Mar. 1701, 
Abigail Collier. They had the following children recorded in 
Hartford :t 

Samuel‘, b. 6 Jan. 1701 [1701/2}. 
Moses, b. Apr. 1703. 
Isaac, b. 28 Nov. 1706. 
Samuel and Abigail had the following children recorded at 
Middletown, where Abigail died 28 Oct. 1742 in her 62nd year :t 
Abijah, b. 28 Dee. 1709. 
Zebulon, b. 1 Sept. 1712. 
Amos, b. 3 Mar. 1714/5. 
Abel, b. 28 Dee. 1717; d. 19 Sept. 1742. 
Elisha, b. 11 Mar. 1719/20. 
Elijah, b. 23 July 1723. 
Lucy, b. 19 Dee. 1727. 


How the mythical Samuel*, with his equally mythical son, 
* Vol. 2, 


t Collections oj the Connecticut Historical Society, vol. 14, p. 598, 
? Land Records, vol. 2, reverse, p. 29. 
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Samuel’, originated, and how they have succeeded in maintaining 
a bookish existence for over sixty years, since Savage and the old 
Peck genealogy endowed them with a shadowy authenticity, we 
do not seek to determine. Our purpose is achieved if we succeed 
in banishing forever these ghosts of men who never existed. 


PRE-AMERICAN ANCESTRIES 


Il. ALEXANDER BRYAN OF MILFORD, CONN. 
Contributed by Capt. EVELYN Briggs BaLpwIn, of Washington, D. C. 


[For the family of Alexander Bryan, see Alexander Bryan of Milford, 
Connecticut, by C. C. Baldwin, Cleveland, Ohio, 1889; and One Branch of 
the Miner Family, by Lillian Lounsberry (Miner) Selleck, New Haven, 
Conn., 1928, pages 81-86. The abstracts of wills contributed by Capt. 
Baldwin add materially to our knowledge of the immediate antecedents of 
the family in England.—£ditor. ] 


Abstract of will of Thomas Brian of Aylesburie, Co. Bucks, 
draper. Dated 20 October 1611 (Prerogative Court of Canter- 
bury, 100 Wood). Bequests to the poore of Aylesburie (Ayles- 
bury), 20 s. Daughter Judith Springall, a feather bedd and 
boulster, which was her mothers. To sons Austin and Alexander 
£30 each at 21 years. Daughters, Elizabeth, Rebecca, Faith, 
Amye, Frauncys, Mary and Anne, £10 each at 18 years. Sonne 
Thomas Brian, 10 s. Sonne, Robert Brian, £10. Sonne, 
William, £10. Mary Henshaw, my kinswoman, £10. Lands in 
Walton field and Griffin Orchard, unto Fraunces my wief. 
Residuary legatee and sole executrix, said wife Fraunces. Over- 
seers: ‘‘Brothers,’’ Thomas Bowlinge and Henry Bowlinge. 
Witnesses, Robert Bell, William Clark, John Cockman, Robert 
Gullock (qu. ?Bullock). Prob. November 5, 1611, by the sole 
Executrix named. 

Thomas Brian. (Prerogative Court of Canterbury, 21 Fen- 
ner). Sentence pronounced 5 February 1611/2 in a suit concern- 
ing the Will of Thomas Bryan senior, of Aylesbury, co. Bucks., 
draper, between Frances Bryan, the relict and administratrix of 
the last Will of the deceased, declaring for the sanity of the said 
deceased and the validity of the said Will. [Translated from the 
Latin. | 

‘Robert Bryan (son of Thomas), of Aylesbury, in co. Bucks, 
draper. Will (abstract of), dated 18 May 1626, (P. C. C. 126 
Hele.) Whereas I stand seized to me and my heirs for ever of 
and in all that messuage, situate in Ailesbury, near the markett 
place, now in the tenure of me and of my brother Alexander 
Bryan and also of and in that Candlehouse with the appurte- 
nances situate in Ailsbury in a lane there called Silver Lane and 
also in the tenure of me and of my brother, bequeath the same 
to my sonne Thomas Bryan and to his heir, and for want of such 
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issue, then to my four daughters Dorothy, Amy, Mary and 
Francis, their heires and assigns for ever. Provided allwaies 
that Dorothy my wife shall have the custody of my said sonne 
during his minority and shall enjoy the rents and profits towards 
the bringing up of my said sonne and daughters, until my said 
sonne shall have accomplished the age of 23 years. Whereas I 
also stand seized of and in that messuage, situate in Ailsbury, 
now in the occupation of William Cave, also of and in 9 acres 
of arrable land, lying in the comon feilds of Walton in the parish 
of Ailesbury, I bequeath the same to my four daughters Dorothy 
Bryan, Amy Bryan, Mary Bryan and Francis Bryan and their 
heirs forever. Provided nevertheless, the said Dorothy my now 
wife, have the profits of the same until Francis, my youngest 
daughter shall accomplish her age of 15 years. To my brother 
William Bryan my best suit. Residuary legatee and sole Ex. 
my wife Dorothy. Overseers my friends Mr. Nathaniel Weston, 
Edward Cockman, and John Rye. Witnesses, Lewis Rye, John 
Keabell, Mary Stevens and Dorothie Bridges. Proved 16 Novem- 
ber 1626 by the sole Executrix named, 


FAMILY RECORDS 


[Under this section we shall publish records that come from family 
sources. The public records are often defective, and old records kept pri- 
vately in Bibles and account books often supply the deficiency. As such 
records in private hands are peculiarly liable to loss or destruction, it is a 
public service to preserve them by placing them in print. Since only the 
older records are of interest to a large number of people, we offer to print 
family records which extend for the most part back of 1800.] 


III. Clark Family, New York 


[Copied from Clark family Bible, owned in Brookhaven, L. I., by Mrs. 
David Moore of Ridge, Md., for Alice 8. (Mrs. W. 8.) Throop of Mont- 
clair, N. J., and communicated to the GENEALOGIST by Mrs. Throop. The 
first group were children of William Clark, born in Mattituck, L. I., died 
in Brookhaven, L. I., 24 Mar. 1789, as proved by his will, and Mrs. Throop 
states that all except Puah were by his first wife, Mrs. Mary (Reeve) 
Benjamin. 


Deborah Clark born June 27, 1736 
Mary Clark born Jan, 26, 1739 
Hannah Clark born July 1, 1741 
Bathsheba Clark born Dee. 8, 1744 
William Clark born Sept. 15, 1746 
Deliverance Clark born May 23, 1748 
Joshua Clark born Mar. 21, 1752 
Puah Clark born Mar. 12, 1758 
William Clark born Sept. 15, 1746 


married 1774 
Phebe Davis born Aug. 23, 1753 


CORRECTIONS OF PRINTED AUTHORITIES 


William Clark [son of above] born Oct. 16, 1777 
married 
Mary Mills born July 1, 1779 


IV. Sharts Family, New York 


[Furnished by Alice S. (Mrs. W. 8.) Throop, of Montelair, N. J., from 
the Bible of her great-grandfather. The family lived in Hillsdale, Columbia 
County, N. Y.] 


Memorandum of the Births, marriages and Issue of 
Andrew N. Sharts and Cornelia White his wife. 


Andrew N, Sharts was born on 10th day of Sept. 1764 
Cornelia White his wife, was born on 5th day of Feb. 1767 
Their issue have been as follows 


Nicholas born April 10, 1789 
Mary a Jan. 17, 1790 
9 


John ” Jan. 2, 1792 
Andrew A. ‘‘ Mar. 2, 1794 
Jenny 5 May 12, 1798 
Sally Mar. 8, 1802 
Catharine rm Aug. 1, 1808 


CORRECTIONS OF PRINTED AUTHORITIES 


[This section will appear from time to time and will contain corrections 
of printed genealogical authorities. Important corrections, especially when 
referring to the early colonial period, are desired. We cannot afford to 
give space to errors in recent generations in family histories, for while they 
are numerous they are not of sufficient general interest. ] 


III. ‘Merriman of New Haven, Conn. 
By DoNALp LINEs Jacobus, of New Haven, Conn. 


The Records of the Colony and Plantation of New Haven, 
transcribed and edited by Charles J. Hoadly, vol. 1, pp. 17-18, 
contains the Fundamental Agreement drawn up and signed by 
the planters 4 June 1639, together with the autograph signatures 
of those who settled in New Haven shortly after. Among these 
autographs appears the name, as printed, of Richard Merriman; 
a name which does not occur in any other New Haven entry, nor 
elsewhere in New England, so far as we ean ascertain. Mr. 
Hoadly, a meticulous copyist, must here have erred in reading 
the name, which is that of Richard Newman, a settler whose name 
next appears in New Haven records in 1641. In support of this 
reading, we refer to a photographic reproduction of these signa- 
tures facing page 60 of The Munson Record, New Haven, 1895. 
The first two letters are clearly ‘ne,’ the ‘w’ is peculiarly formed, 
and the last three letters are distinct. 
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The name of Nathaniel Merriman is found signed in the next 
column under the 1639 document. His history, written by 
several descendants, was given in great detail in Merriman 
Reunion and Genealogy, published by the present writer in 1914. 
Certain erroneous statements had previously appeared concern- 
ing his family in the History of Adams and Evarts Families, 
published by John Merriman Adams in 1894. One of these was 
to the effect that Nathaniel Merriman married first, in 1649, 
Abigail Olney, daughter of William Olney, of Killingworth, 
Conn., and second, in 1680, Jane Lines of Hadley, Mass. In 
1906, the late James Shepard of New Britain, Conn., wrote to 
Mr. Adams for further information in verification of these state- 
ments, but in a long reply from Mr. Adams, no documentary 
evidence was adduced. 

The plain fact is that, so far as contemporary records reveal, 
the only wife of Nathaniel Merriman was the Joan named in his 
will, and she survived him. There is no proof that she was 
mother of his children, or that he had no former wife; but Joan 
is the only wife actually named in the records. However, the 
Adams statements merit little consideration, for there was no 
Killingworth in 1649, as that town was not settled until some 
eighteen years later; and when it was settled, we fail to find 
any Olney family there. Nathaniel’s first marriage must have 
occurred earlier than 1649. Furthermore, we fail to find any 
Lines family in Hadley, though it is a matter of record that a 
son of Capt. Merriman married a Lines girl of New Haven. 

These statements are further cast into disrepute by the false 
ancestry of Capt. Merriman alleged in Mr. Adams’ book. It was 
there stated (and has often been reprinted elsewhere) that 
Nathaniel was born at Tenterden, Kent, on 2 June 1613; that 
his father Theophilus was born at Maidstone, Keni, in 1573, and 
that his grandfather Theophilus was born in Wiltshire in 1533. 
This is a fabricated pedigree, presumably foisted on Mr. Adams 
or one of his relatives by some fraudulent genealogist. 
Researches made in England in 1913 by the late Mansfield Mer- 
riman of New York City revealed no appearance of the surname 
Merriman in the parish registers of Tenterden and Maidstone 
at the period when the father and grandfather of Nathaniel 
were stated to have lived in those respective parishes. 

A biographical sketch written by Samuel Merriman, a descend- 
ant of Nathaniel, soon after the Revolutionary War, stated 
that Nathaniel’s father was named George. Nathaniel’s eldest 
surviving son, John, named his eldest son George. The will of 
George Merriman of London, published by Waters in 1899, 
mentioned his son Nathaniel as ‘‘resident in New England’’ in 
1655. The original will is at Somerset House, and has been 
— by Merriman descendants since Waters brought it to 
light. 
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In view of the false line of ancestry ascribed to Nathaniel 
Merriman, the statements made in the Adams book regarding his 
marriages are not entitled to serious consideration, and they are, 
in themselves, subject to suspicion because of the falsities and 
inherent improbabilities contained in them. 

The ancestry of Nathaniel Merriman was as follows: (1) 
Thomas Merriman, a weaver, of Witney, co. Oxford, will proved 
at Oxford, 22 July 1559; wife Joan, sons Gregory, John, and 
James, and daughters Joan Norigg, Alice Peynter, and Marrie. 
(2) Gregory Merriman, a weaver, of Witney, died 1596, married 
before 1557, Mary Ring, sister of William Ring, yeoman, of 
Witney; children included George, Anna, bapt. 23 Jan, 1561, 
and Henry, bapt. 4 June 1570, the last two recorded at Witney. 
(3) George Merriman, cooper, of London, died 1655; children 
were John, Nathaniel, and Elizabeth (wife of John Norman).* 


ROYAL ANCESTRY 
A Note by the Editor-in-Chief t 


Many Americans find it amusing to trace a line of their ances- 
try abroad, working it back through county families into the 
knighthood, the peerage and the medieval royal houses. The 
difficulties in the way of working out such a line and of proving 
it by valid evidence are tremendous. 

In view of the appalling number of ancestors we all possess 
when we go back thirty generations or a thousand years, it seems 
not unlikely that most persons of European descent have one or 
more lines of descent from early sovereign houses; but for every 
line of this sort, they must possess thousands of lines from the 
freemen and serfs who were contemporary with Charlemagne. 
This is as true of living members of royal families as it is of 
commoners. For strains of plebeian blood have worked their 
way into ruling houses about as rapidly as strains of royal blood 
have worked their way into plebeian families. It does not seem 
to be generally known that one-half the blood of the children of 
the present King of Italy is that of Montenegrin commoners; 
that one grandmother of the ex-Queen of Spain was a German 
commoner; or that one grandmother of the present Queen of 
England was likewise a German commoner. 

It is of course impossible to trace an ancestral line for a 
thousand years unless we do connect with royalty or the baron- 
age, because in the earlier centuries no genealogical records were 
kept of the common people. And it may have a certain cultural 
value to link ourselves with outstanding characters of history, 
and to feel that we are ‘‘the heirs of all the ages.”’ 

* References: Merriman Reunion and Genealogy, New Haven, 1914, pp. 32-37, 107-133; 
Merriman Bulletin, New York, 4 Mar. 1915, pp. 2-3; Merriman Bulletin, 4 June i917, p. 1 
+ We gratefully acknowledge the kindness of G. Andrews Moriarty. Esq., of Bristol, 


R. I., im reading and criticizing this article in advance of publication, with the result 
that several helpful suggestions have been incorporated herein. 
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Unfortunately, as soon as most Americans delve into books 
that deal with the English gentry and peerage, their critical 
faculties seem to desert them entirely. Mr. G. Andrews Mori- 
arty, in an article in The New England Historical and Gene- 
alogical Register a few years ago,* estimated that not one in 
twenty royal lines claimed by Americans has been proved by 
satisfactory evidence, and the present writer heartily concurs 
with this estimate. 

It does not seem to be realized that lines of ancestry in Eng- 
land, like those in this country, can only be proved adequately 
by reference to contemporary documentary sources, or to the 
published works of those who have made the requisite study of 
such original sources. The earlier peerage books, such as those 
of Collins, Burke, and Playfair, are not safe to follow for 
medieval pedigrees. Many families recently raised to the peer- 
age did not wish to be thought parvenus, and sometimes fur- 
nished the peerage writers with early ancestral lines that had 
little or no basis in fact. While the editors of Burke’s Peerage 
make corrections from time to time as errors are demonstrated, 
much of the erroneous matter incorporated in the book by earlier 
editors has been carried annually from edition to edition. 

The general reference works which are usually to be relied on 
are The Complete Peerage, by G. E. Cockayne; the new Complete 
Peerage begun under the editorship of Gibbs and not yet com- 
pleted; articles in The Genealogist, an English periodical; the 
books of J. Horace Round, a noted medievalist; The Dictionary 
of National Biography; and Farrer’s Honors and Knights’ Fees. 
These are all modern compilations based on considerable research 
in original sources.t In addition, many record sources are 
available in print. It need scarcely be added, that a large 
amount of experience and special knowledge is essential before 
any genealogist can become really proficient in handling these 
English sources. 

American sources for royal ancestry are very nearly worthless, 
or have been so up to the moment of writing.t The most elab- 
orate work of a general nature is Your Family Tree, by David 
Starr Jordan, Ph.D., LL.D., and Sarah Louise Kimball (D. 
Appleton and Company, New York, 1929), which, while profess- 
ing to be ‘‘a glance at scientific aspects of genealogy,’’ illustrates 
how far a man of eminence in one branch of knowledge may 

* Vol. 79, p. 258, 

t Dugdale’s Baronage and Monasticon remain important reference works, although pub- 
lished about 250 years ago; and Sir William Dugdale, their author, deserves a tribute 
for possessing the critical point of view and employing the research methods of modern 
scholars. His Baronage of England, published in 1675, is the best work of its kind pub- 
lished before the new Complete Peerage, the most recent work in this field, and is par- 
ticularly useful because of the inclusion of younger children and of the early baronies by 
te We have not seen the latest edition of Browning's Americans of Royal Descent, which 


we understand has been published under new editorship, but our observation applies to 
the earlier editions. 


| 
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stray from scientific methods when he attempts work in another 
branch for which study and training have not prepared him. 

We should hesitate to speak in such uncompromising terms of 
a recent publication were it not for the fact that already it has 
become the ‘‘royal ancestry bible’’ of hundreds of people, as 
witness frequent references to it in the genealogical columns of 
the Boston Evening Transcript, and the reprinting of pedigrees 
contained in it in later books.* Among the authorities listed at 
the end of Your Family Tree are the Abridged Compendium of 
American Genealogy ; Burke’s Commoners, Peerage, and Royal 
Families; Genealogical and Family History of New Hampshire ; 
O’Hart’s Irish Pedigrees; Browning’s Magna Charta Barons; 
Anderson’s Royal Genealogies; and Visitation pedigrees (not 
described more specifically ). 

The sources which should have been used in work of this type 
apparently were unknown to the compilers, since they failed to 
utilize them. It is unnecessary to comment on the sources actu- 
ally used. except to say that some of them are satisfactory to 
use for clues, provided that the information found in them be 
verified later from primary record sources or more generally 
reliable compilations. The Visitation pedigrees mentioned are 
presumably those published by the Harleian Society, and these 
are extremely useful for clues. However, a word of caution 
will not be amiss. 

Not only are the Harleian pedigrees based on the rough notes 
of the Heralds making the Visitation, but even the finished prod- 
ucts in the College, are unreliable. The Elizabethan heralds not 
infrequently forged pedigrees for Tudor upstarts, and when 
honest had little critical faculty and, if they found a lot of 
charters in a man’s muniment chest, they strung them together 
hit or miss into a pedigree. Hence, the Visitation pedigrees 
often omit or interpolate generations. Generally speaking, a 
Visitation pedigree may be accepted as far as the great-grand- 
father of the man who entered it. Beyond that, these pedigrees 
are useful, but as guides only, for further research in original 
sources. 

The only source used for the earlier generations of the royal 
houses appears to have been Anderson’s Royal Genealogies, pub- 
lished two hundred years ago, before scarcely any critical 
research had been made in contemporary source material for the 
true history of the early periods. On page 23, for example, we 
find a pedigree of kings of Scythia and Ireland, beginning with 
Baoth who received Seythia as his lot upon the division by 
Japhet, son of Noah. Is it really necessary to point out that 
there is no documentation whatever for these legendary or fic- 


* As for example in Some Descendants of Stephen Lincoln, printed for William Ensign 
Lincoln, New York, 1930, p. 316, 
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tional kings ‘‘beginning with Baoth’’ and for many centuries 
thereafter? 

On page 43 the kings of Scotland are traced back to an alleged 
monarch who reigned in Ireland in the fourth century B.C. On 
page 53 the Anglo-Saxon rulers are traced back to Noe [Noah] 
through Woden [Saxon equivalent of the Norse god, Odin}. 
The curious juxtaposition of a Bible character with a Saxon god 
should have indicated the fabricated nature of this pedigree; the 
line is certain back to Egbert, who was believed to be a descend- 
ant of Cerdic, but his exact line of descent from Cerdic is not 
certain. From Cerdic back to the god Woden, the line may be 
viewed as partly traditional and partly mythological; back of 
Woden, it is fictitious. 

On page 61 appears the most curious pedigree of all. In it 
Charlemagne is traced through St. Arnolph, his undoubted ances- 
tor, to Pharamond, who was an actual early ruler of the Franks 
but not a proved ancestor of St. Arnolph; and the wife of 
Pharamond is then described as a granddaughter of Coilus [‘‘Old 
King Cole’’] of Britain, alleged to have died 170 A. D., who is 
described as grandson of Arviragus by his wife Genissa, daughter 
of the Roman Emperor Claudius, whose descent is asserted 
through Mark Antony and the Julian gens from old Aeneas him- 
self, a supposed contemporary of the Trojan war. 

Credulity could go no further; yet this same pedigree, in 
abbreviated form, was actually accepted and printed in the 
Abridged Compendium of American Genealogy, volume 2, page 
370. Dr. Arthur L. Keith, reviewing the first three volumes of 
the Abridged Compendium in the Mississippi Valley Historical 
Review (vol. 16, pp. 399-402), refers to the inclusion of this 
pedigree in the following terms: ‘‘This is mythology, not gene- 
See os sees If it is seriously meant, it condemns the work as 
a piece of colossal ignorance and audacity.”’ 

For the statement that Arviragus of Britain married a 
daughter of the Emperor Claudius, Your Family Tree specifically 
refers to Anderson’s Royal Genealogies, tables 120, 121, and 122. 
These tables are concerned with the families of Julius Caesar and 
Mark Antony, but Claudius is there credited with no such 
daughter. These particular tables are based on the Roman his- 
torians, who are the proper sources for the genealogy of the 
early emperors. However, in table 478 are found the early 
legendary kings of Britain. In the pedigree itself Anderson 
fails to mention any wife for Arviragus; but above the pedigree 
he states that Arviragus was ‘‘affirm’d by Humphrey Lhuyd to 
have oppos’d the Emperor Claudius until a Marriage was con- 
cluded between him and Genissa Daughter of Claudius: but 
Sueton in his Life of Caligula mentions no such Daughter, and 
Juvenal evinces that Arviragus liv’d in the Days of Domitian, 
the 7th in Succession from Claudius.’’ 


§ 
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In other words, Anderson showed his scholarship by quoting 
the Roman writers, and his good judgment by omitting this 
apocryphal daughter of Claudius from the pedigrees; but it was 
his method to show that he had not overlooked anything in print, 
hence his mention of the daughter of Claudius on the weak 
authority of Humphrey Lhuyd. In his introductory passages 
preceding many of the fabulous pedigrees, Anderson frequently 
stated plainly his own opinion that they were fabulous. Appar- 
ently the authors of Your Family Tree either did not take the 
trouble to read these passages, or else cynically disregarded them 
and quoted Anderson as authority for pedigrees which he him- 
self, though printing them, had repudiated. 

In criticizing a single book when there are others equally 
deserving of unfavorable comment, we have chosen it as the out- 
standing and most frequently quoted book of its type. For the 
benefit of those whose historical reading is insufficient to enable 
them to dismiss fabulous pedigrees at a glance, we will say that 
no documents have come down to us from the period of English 
history preceding the Saxon monarchies. What little knowledge 
we have of early tribal chiefs of the Britons comes to us from 
casual mention by Roman writers, by Gildas and Bede, and in 
the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle. The picture we get from these 
sources is clouded and lacking in those details that are essential 
to a connected genealogy. We get no connected history or 
genealogy of the early rulers of Britain until many centuries 
after that epoch, and all historians are agreed that Geoffrey of 
Monmouth’s account, while he may have made use of legendary 
material, is mainly romance and not history. 

Families of English descent cannot be traced back of Domes- 
day book (1086) except the royal lines and a few of the more 
prominent Norman families. Two families, the Ardens of War- 
wickshire, and the Berkeleys, have proved descents from Saxons 
living at the time of the Conquest. Practically all European 
royal lines break off between 600 and 800 A. D., and the further 
back we go, the more shadowy is the evidence for the line claimed. 
Back of 600, it is useless to attempt to go, because no documen- 
tary evidence sufficient to establish a pedigree has reached us 
from the darkest period of the ‘‘Dark Ages.’’ The earliest gen- 
erations of the royal houses, as found in many printed sources, 
are usually derived from chroniclers who wrote centuries later, 
and these early generations may be characterized as uncertain, 
traditional, or fictitious, as the case may be. 

Most of us would feel some incredulity if told that a four- 
legged chicken was hatched in the yard next door to us; but it 
becomes quite credible when we read that it saw the light in a 
remote village of Spain. Similarly, if a man claims to be our 
first or second cousin, we want full particulars of the relation- 
ship; but many people seem willing to accept, without the 
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slightest evidence, any claim of relationship provided only that 
it is a few centuries old. But in truth, the same standards of 
evidence hold good for each generation of a pedigree, whether 
in 1800, in 1600, or in 1000 A. D. 


KINGS OF IRELAND 
A Note by the Editor-in-Chief 


Many Americans who pursue that delectable pastime of work- 
ing out a Royal Ancestry, have entered the kings of Ireland on 
their charts. The line is usually derived through the wife of 
King Henry I of England, back through the Kings of Scots, to 
their royal ancestry in Ireland. Sometimes, however, the line is 
worked out through one of the Norman chieftains who partici- 
pated in the conquest of Ireland and married the daughter of an 
Irish chieftain. 

For the Irish line, dependence is usually placed on Anderson’s 
Royal Genealogies or some similar work. It is strange that those 
who so freely copy Anderson’s long pedigrees of Irish monarchs 
never trouble to read his critical comments (on page 775 of his 
monumental work which was published in 1732) regarding the 
historicity of these alleged kings. Anderson himself points out 
some of the contradictions and anachronisms in these pedigrees ; 
quotes Sir James Ware, a gentleman of learning in Ireland, to 
the effect that ‘‘the ancient Histories of Ireland before King 
Leogaire are fabulous, or strangely mixed with fabulous Narra- 
tions’’; and concludes that ‘‘there is no Vestige of Learning or 
Letters among the Irish before King Leogaire and his Contempo- 
rary St. Patrick.’’ Then he adds: ‘‘But seeing They have gen- 
erally so great an Esteem of their ancient Kings, and give out 
They can prove ’em by proper Vouchers in due time, I think it 
my Duty to exhibit them in my Genealogical Disposition, as I 
have already the wncertain* Kings of other Nations.’’ The Irish 
pedigrees then follow, based on the so-called Irish historians. 

From this it will be seen that Anderson, although he included 
the early Irish pedigrees in his work, did not hold them in very 
high regard. It is quite unfair, therefore, to quote these pedi- 
grees and give Anderson as the authority, without expressly 
quoting his own opinion of their authenticity. 

The chief purpose of this note is to call attention to a recent 
book, Tara, a Pagan Sanctuary of Ancient Ireland, by R. A. S. 
MacAlister, Litt.D., LL.D., F.S.A., published in 1931 by Charles 
Seribner’s Sons. Dr. MacAlister is Professor of Celtic Archeol- 
ogy, University College, Dublin; President of the Royal Irish 


* The word “‘uncertain”’ is italicized by Anderson. 
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Academy and of the Royal Society of Antiquities of Ireland; 
and author of The Archeology of Ireland. 

It can hardly be imagined that a scholar with such a back- 
ground would be personally prejudiced against the claims made 
by the older Irish historians. We invite special attention to 
page 96 and Chapter III. The ‘‘official history’’ of Ireland, Dr. 
MacAlister finds to be ‘‘a medley of fragmentary traditions, 
genealogies, and what not, artificially strung together’’ ; ‘‘ manip- 
ulated folklore rather than history.’’ He further states that it 
is impossible to accept such a list of kings, in the form in which 
it is presented to us, as a statement of actual history. 

The book is intensely interesting to anyone who is interested 
in antiquities and folk-lore. The reason for our note is to show 
that the most recent Irish authority is in substantial agreement 
with Anderson’s opinion, and expresses himself even more 
unequivocally with regard to the historical veracity of the Irish 
king list. The present book gives us more than mere opinion, 
for examples are cited of duplications and of ‘‘manipulation’’ of 
material by the older historians. 

It would of course be improper to say of the genealogies that 
they were forged. The Irish race is peculiarly proud and sensi- 
tive. In a day when other nations were making claim to great 
antiquity, the Irish would not be outdone. The criteria of 
history were not so exact in those days, and the Irish ‘‘histo- 
rians’’ had plenty of material in the way of myth and folk-lore 
on which to draw, not to mention the imagination with which 
their race has always been gifted. It was not considered 
improper to piece together this legendary material into a con- 
nected ‘‘history’’ and to assign dates. Needless to say, there 
exists no documentary evidence whatever. While there is some 
basis of fact behind the ‘‘ official history,’’ genealogy is too exact 
a science to warrant the acceptance of pedigrees strung together 
out of myth, legend and imagination. 


DESCENTS FROM THE CID 


The Genealogists’ Magazine, the official organ of the Society 
of Genealogists in England, contains a brief article by C. F. H. 
Evans in the September 1931 issue,* based on a recent book, La 
Espana del Cid, by R, Menéndez Pidal, 2 vols. (1929). The 
researches of Pidal, with references to authorities, disprove many 
statements made in Turton’s Plantagenet Ancestry (1928) and 
other compilations. 

From this article we quote the following passages, which will 
be of interest to all who can trace a descent from Eleanor of 
Castile, wife of Edward I, King of England. 


* Vol. 5, p. 361. 
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‘*Rodrigo Diaz, el Cid, sehor de Valencia, born about 1043, 
died 1099 ..... married 1074 Jimena Diaz, died about 1115, 
daughter of Diego;’Conde de Oviedo (of uncertain parentage) 
by Cristina; ‘daughter of Fernando Gundemariz and Jimen#“de 
Léon,.... The latter was the daughter, possibly illegitimate, of 
Alfonso V}*King Emperor of Leon, born 994, died 1028.’’ 

The surviving children of the ‘Cid were two daughters, of 
whom the younger, Maria Rodriguez (c. 1080-1105), married 
about 1098, as his first wife, Ramén Berenguer III, Conde de 
Barcelona, born 1082, died 1131. From their daughter Jimena, 
the counts of Foix are descended. The statement in George’s 
Genealogical Tables, 5th ed. (1916), table 37, that Berenguela 
of Barcelona, wife of Alfonso VII of Castile and Leon, was a 
daughter of Maria Rodriguez, is incorrect. Apparently Beren- 
guela’s mother was Ramon Berenguer’s third wife, Dulce of 
Provence. 

The elder daughter of the Cid. Cristina Rodriguez (e. 1077- 
1116), married about 1098, Ramiro, senor de Monzé6n. Their 
son Garcia VII (d. 1150), King of Navarre, was father of Blanca 
(d. 1156), who married 1151 Sancho III (ec. 1134-1158), King 
of Castile. Their son, Alfonso VIII (1155-1214), King of Cas- 
tile, was father of Berenguella (1171-1244), who married 1197 
Alfonso IX (1171-1230), King of Leon. Their son, Fernando 
IIT (1199-1252), King of Castile and Leon, was father of Eleanor, 
wife of King Edward I of England. 

Genealogists everywhere should be grateful to Mr. Evans for 
calling attention to this interesting pedigree from the Spanish 
hero, and to the recent Spanish publication which corrects 
previously accepted errors. 


MILFORD (CONN.) VITAL RECORDS 


Vol. 1, p.7 

Streame, Marry da. John, b. 20 Oct. 1653 
Hine, Thomas s. Thomas, b. last of Oct. 1653 
Baldwin, Sarah da. Joseph, b. 6 Nov. 1653 
Baldwin, Mary da, Sargiant, b. y® [blank] of Nov. [ ] 
Baldwin, John senior, married [no date] 
Brewen, Marie da. John of Pequot 

Tompkins, Rebecka da. Michaell, b. 24 Nov. 1653 


Pruchet, Roger lately of Springfield, married 18 Dee. 1653 
Slough, Elizabeth of Milford, 
before M* ffowler Magistrate in Milford 


Warner, Andrew of Hartford. married 10 Oct. 1653 
ffletcher, Rebecka da. John of Milford, by Mr ffowler 


Moore, Mary da. Miles, 
Burwell, Mary da, John, 


Northop, Jeremiah s. Joseph of Milford, 
Clarke, Abigaile da. George Junior, 


Terrell, Mary da. Roger, 
Mash, John s, Jonathan, 


Vol. 1, p. 8 

Beard, John s. John, 
Caffing, Sarah da. John, 
Treat, Robert s. Robert, 
Rogers, Abigaile da, John, 
Bryant, Hannah da. Richard, 
Pruchet, Joseph s. Roger, 
Coley, Hannah da. Samuell, 
ffreeman, John s, Stephen. 
Baldwin, Mary da. John, 
Tibboles, Sarah da. Thomas, 
Campfeild, Thomas s. Thomas, 
fforde, John s, Thom, 
Woseter, Mary da. Edward, 
ffreeman, John s. Stephen, 
Pecke, John s. Joseph, 
Terrell, Ephraim s, Roger, 
Smith, Mehittable da. John, 
Benton, [Mary] da. Andrew, 
Plum, [Robert], 

Browne, [John] s. John, 


Vol. 1, p. 9 
Welch, Mary da. Thomas, 


Plum, Joseph s. late Rob deceased 


Campe, Joseph s. Nicholas, 
Campe, Samuell s. Nicholas, 
Moore, Elnathan s. Miles, 
Beach, John s. Thomas, 
Tompkins, Abigaile da, Micah, 
Baldwin, Sarah da. John, 
Rogers, Jonathan s. James, 
Wheeler, Joseph s. Thomas, 


MILFORD VITAL RECORDS 


b. 5 Jan. 1653 
b. 1 Dee. 1653 
b. 18 Jan. 1653 
b. 29 Jan. 1655 
b. [12 Feb.] 1653 
b. [ Feb.] 1655 


b. 27 June 1654 

b. 3 July 1654 

b. 14 Aug. 1654 

b. 20 June 1654 

b. y® last of Aug. 1654 
b. 2 Oct. 1654 

b. 10 Oct. 1654 

b. 13 Oct. 1654 

b. 7 Sep. 1654 

b. 29 Nov. 1654 

b. 14 Oct. 1654 

b. 14 Nov. 1654 

b. 2 Nov. 1654 

died 24 Dee. 1654 
b. 4 Mar. 1654 

b. 8 Apr. 1655 

b. 24 Mar. 1654 

b. 14 [Apr.] 1655 
died 13 [May 1655] 
[b.] 2[2? July 1655] 


b. 14 Aug. 1655 
b. 10 July 1655 
died 16 Aug. 1655 
b. 15 Sep. 1655 
b. 14 Oct. 1655 
b. 19 Oct. 1655 
b. 13 Nov. 1655 
b. 25 Dee. 1655 


b. the last of Dee. 1655 


b, 23 Nov. 1655 
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ffreeman, Hannah da. Stephen, b. the last of Feb. 1655 
Hine, John s. Thomas, b. 17 Mar. 1656 
fford, Thomas s. Thom: b. 14 Feb. 1656 
Beard, Elizabeth da. John, b. 20 Sep. 1656 
Treat, Sarah da. Robert, b. [18] Oct. 1656 
Benton, John s. Andrew, b. [7 Oct. 1656] 
Northrop, John s. Joseph, b. 7 Sep. [1656] 
Vol. 1, p. 10 

Denison, Samuell s. Robert, b. 14 June 1656 
Murwin, Samuell s, Miles, b. 21 Aug. 1656 
Terrell, Thomas s. Roger, b. 23 Oct. 1656 
Samford, Sarah da. Thomas, married 14 Aug. 1656 
Shute, Richard, seaman, before M* ffenne Magistrate in Milford 
Campfeild, Mary da. Thomas, ° b. 1 Jan. 1656/7 
Tibboles, Hannah da, Thomas, b. 13 Mar. 1656/7 
Wheeler, Joseph s. Thomas, b. 13 Mar. 1656/7 
Baldwin, John s. John Jun: b. 13 Apr. 1657 
Coley, Thomas s. Samuell, b. 20 Apr. 1657 
Roberts, Joannah da. William, b. 26 June 1657 
Uffett, John s. Thomas, married [no date] 


Nettleton, Hannah* da. Samuel of Branford, 
by M' ffenne Magistrate in Milford 


Uffett, Thomas s. John, b. 20 Aug. 1657 
Mash, Jonathan s. Jonathan, b. 29 Sep. 1657 
Lawrance, William s. Will, b. 3 Nov. 1657 
Beach, [Mary] da. Thomas, b. 27 Dee. 1657 
Hine, | ] da. Thomas, b. [3] Dee. 1657 
Vol. 1, p. 11 

Streame, John s. John, b. 27 Dee. 1657 
Pruchet, Benjamin s, Roger, b. y® last of Jan. 1657 
Welch, Thomas s. Thom., b. 28 Jan. 1657 
Campe, Joseph s. Nicholas, b. 15 Dee. 1657 
Atwater, Joshua s, Joshua, b. 10 Apr. 1658 
Denison, Hester da. Robert, b. 24 Aug. 1658 
Benton, Samuell s. Andrew, b. 15 Aug. 1658 
Baldwin, Timothy s. Timothy, b. 12 June 165[8] 
Beard, Mary da. John, b. 12 Nov. 1658 
ffreeman, Mary da. Stephen, b. 15 Nov. 1658 


* Error for Martha, 


MILFORD VITAL RECORDS 


Baldwin, Abigaile da. John, b. 15 Nov. 1658 
Murwin, Miles s. Miles, b. 14 Dee. 1658 
fforde, Mary da. Thomas, b. 27 Dee. 1658 
Holbrook, Patience da, Richard, b. 19 Dee. 1658/9 
Baldwin, Theophilus s. Richard, b. 26 Apr. 1659 
Tapping, Mary da, Thomas, b. 26 Mar. 1659 
Tompkins, Micah s. Micah, b. 9 May 1659 
Roberds, Phebe da. Will/iam], b. 6 Oct. 1659 
Shute, Thomas s. Rich*., b. 15 Aug. 1659 
Vol, 1, p. 12 

Treat, Hannah da. Mr. Robert, b. 1 Jan. 1659 
Hine, Samuell s. Thomas, b. 26 Jan. 1659 
Camefeild, Elizabeth da. Thomas, b. 14 Feb. 1659 
Terrill, Daniell s. Roger, b. 1 Mar. 1659/60 
Briant, Samuell s. Richard, b. 2 Apr. 1660 
Newton, Ezechiell s. Mr. Roger, b. 19 Dee. 1659 
Briant, Sarah da. Richard, b. 24 Apr. 1657 
Bets, Samuell s. Tho: b. 4 Apr. 1660 
Lane, John, widoer of Millford, married 4 Apr. 1660 


Campe, Widow y‘ lived at Chestnut Hill in New Haven parish, 
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by Mr. Treat Maiestrat in Millford 


Platt, John, married by M* Treat 6 June 1660 
Clark, Hannah 

Beach, Samuell s. Tho: b. 5 June 1660 
Browne, Phebe da. John, b. [5] July 1660 
Camp, [Mary] da. Nicholas, b. 12 July 1660 
Vol. 1, p. 13 


Baldwin, Zachariah s. Serge[ant] Richard,  b, 22 Sep. 1660 


‘‘The Severall Marriages, Births, and Deaths Recorded by 
Richard Baldwin Secretary’’ 


Smith, Benjamin s. William of Huntington, ‘mar. 26 Oct. 1660 


Baldwin, Mary da. Timothy of Milford, by M* Robert Treat 


Baldwin, Obadiah, s. John senio’, b. 29 Oct. 1660 
ffowler, Abigail da. William Junio’, b. 27 Nov. 1660 
Warner, Abigail da. Andrew, b. 7 Dee. 1660 
Welch, Sarah da. Thomas, b. 7 Dee. 1660 
ffenn, Benjamin s. M'. Benjamin, married 21 Dec. 1660 
Gunn, Mehetabell da. Jasper, by M* Robert Treat 
ffowler, M*™. William senio’, died 25 Jan. 1660 


ffreeman, Steven s. Steven, b. 7 Feb. 1660 
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Seward, Obed, married by M" Robert Treat 31 Oct. 1660 
Hawes, Bethyah 


fford, Lidya da, Thomas, b. 16 Mar. 1660 
ffreeman, Steven s. Steven, died 5 Apr. 1661 
Roberts, Phebe da. William, b. 13 Mar. 1660 
Vol. 1, p. 14 

Streame, Thomas s. John, b. 5 Apr. 1661 
Holbrook, Pelatiah s. Richard, b. 6 Apr. 1661 
French, Francis of Pagassick, married 10 Apr. 1661 
Bunnill, Lidya of Milford 

Northrop, Zopher s. Joseph, b. 25 June 1661 
Marwin, Daniell s. Miles, b. 28 June 1661 
Buckingham, Daniell, married 21 Nov. 1661 


ffowler, Sarah* da. Sarjeant William, 

by Mathew Gilbert, Deputy Governot 
Clark, Hester da. Georg Junio’, died 19 Oct. 1661 
Goodin, Thomas, married by M* Benjamin ffenn 9 Nov. 1661 
Rogers, Ruth da. John 


Beard, James s. John, b. 4 Dee. 1661 
Holbrook, Pelatia s. Richard, b. 6 Apr. 1661 
Nuton, Sarah da, M' Roger, b. 24 Jan. 1661 
Denison, Hanah da. Robert, b. 19 Mar. 1661/2 
Smith, Mary da. Benjamin, b. 14 Mar. 1662 
Turner, Merey da. Edward, b. 13 Mar. 1662 
Seward, Obadiah s, Obed, b. 1 Nov. 1661 
‘hitherto given into y* Jurisdiction”’ 

Beech, Zopher s. Thomas, b. 27 May 1662 
Hinde, George s. Thomas, b. 22 June 1662 
Camp. b. 14 Sep. 1662 
Treat, Joseph s. Robert, b. 17 Sep. 1662 
Terrill, {[Eleazer] s. Roger, b. [20] Sep. 1662 
Vol. 1, p. 15 

Goodwin, Ruth da. Thomas, b. 2 Sep. 1662 
Taping, Anna da, James, b. 18 Sep. 1662 
Joanes, Benjamin, married by M' Rob: Treat 2 May 1661 


spencer, Hanah 


* Written over Hanah. 
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Joanes, Benjamin s. Benjamin, _b. y® last day of June 1662 


ffreeman, Samuell s. stephen, b. 1 Dee. 1662 
Baldwin, Martha da. Richard, b. 1 Apr. 1663 
Robberts, William s. William, b. 24 Aug. 1663 
Hinde, Stephen s. Thomas, b. 26 Oct. 1663 
Burwell, Zechariah, married 18 Noy. 1663 


Baldwyn, Elizabeth da. Richard 

Roggers, Eliezer, married by M* Benjamin ffenn 27 Mar. 1663 
ford, Elizabeth, widdow 

Bryan, Abigaile da. Richard, b. 22 Nov. 1663 
Clark, Thomas s. George seniour, married 20 May 1663 


Gibbert, Hanah da. M*. Will of Newhaven deceased, 
by M*. Rob Treat 


Baldwyn, John s. John Seniour, married 30 Oct. 1663 
Brewen, Hanah da. Obadiah of New London, by M"*. Rob: Treat 
Baldwyn, John s. Nathaniell, married 19 Nov. 1663 
Osborne, Hanah da. Richard, by M*. Rob: Treat 
Buckingham, Samuell s. Thomas dee’d, married 14 Dec. 1663 
Baldwyn, Sarah da. Timothy, by M*. Benjamin ffenn 
Gunn, Jobamah s, Jasper, married 30 Oct. 1663 
Lane, Sarah da. John 

Baldwyn, Joseph s. Joseph, b. 6 Oct. 1663 
Rogers, Hanah da. Eleazar, b. 10 Jan. 1663/4 
Baldwin, Hanah da. John, b. 20 or 21 [ ] 
Vol, 1, p. 16 

Camp, William, married 29 Jan. 1661 
Smith, Mary of New Haven, by M* Gillburd Deputie Governour 
Camp, John s. William, b. 28 Nov. 1662 
Alen, Mary da. Henary, b. 21 Oct. 1663 
Camp, Mary da. William b. 22 Mar. 1663/4 
Buckingham, Samuell, married 12 Dec. 1663 
Bauldwin, Sarah, by M* ffenn Maiestrat 
Clark, Sarah of Millford, married 27 Nov. 1663 
Marvin, Renold of Cebrok, by M* Beniamin fenn 
Clark, Sarah of Millford da. Senior, married 1 June 1664 
Lawes, Jonathan of Stanford, by M* Beniamin fenn 
Streame, Martha da. John, b. 6 May 1664 


Smith, Nicholas, married by M'. Beniamin ffenn 12 July 1664 
Tibales, Mary 

Buckingham, Hannah da, Daniell, b. 11 Oct. 1663 
Baldwin, [ ] s. John Sen., b. 2th week in June 1665 
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Vol. 1, p. 17 

Buckingham, Sarah da. Samuell, b. 8 Jan. 1664 
Boxford, Elnathan, married by M' ffenn 12 Dec. 1665* 
ffletcher, Elisabeth 

Rogers, Sarah da. Eliezer, b. 5 Oct. 1665 
Clerke, Sarah da. thomas, b. 4 Mar. 1663/4 


Bauldwin, Daniell, mar. by M' Beniamin ffenn 27 June 1665 
Bochford, Elizabeth da. Henry 

Wheeler, Nathaniell, mar. by M* Beniamin ffenn 27 June 1665 
Bochford, Hester da, Henry 


Fowler, William s. Lieut. Wiliam, b. 1664 
b. 23 Jan. 1665 
Tomkin, Elizabeth of Milford, married 12 Dec. 1665 
Bishop, James of New Haven, by M°. Beniamin ffenn 
Buckingham, Daniell s. Serjt. Daniell, b. 30 Jan. 1665 
Philips, Sarah da. Dauid, b. 13 July 1666 
Samuels. ”’ b. 30 [May] 1670 
Bard, Joseph s. John, b. 20 July 1666 
Roberds, Ales da. Wiliam, b. 12 Aug. 1666 
Hind, Eales da. Thomas, b. 5 Oct. [1666] 
Vol. 1, p. 18 
Eells, M™ Samuel, married 5 Aug. 63 
Lenthall, Ana, by Captain Marshal Comisioner at Lin 
Eells, Samuel s. M* Samuel, b.1June 64 
John s. b.3July 65 
died 13 July 65 
Samuel s. ‘‘ sie died 16 July 65 
Samuels. ‘‘ b.2Sep. 66 
Baldwin, Richard s. John sener, b.27 Dee. 66 
Camp, Sarah da, Wiliam, b.18 Nov. 66 
Buckingham, Mary da. Samuel, b. 3 Oct. 1666 
Boyes, Mary da. Samuel, b. 9 Oct. 1666 
ffenn, Samuel s. M' Benjamin, Magestrat, b. 4 Mar. 1666 
Smith, John, Smith, married by MT’ ffen 19 July 1665 
ffouler, Sarah da. Leatenant Wiliam 
Ufit, Martha da. John, b. 12 Aug. 1659 
Mary da. ‘‘ b. 20 June 1661 
John TNs b. 3 Feb. 1665 
John —* b. 21 Jan. 1666 


* Year date not certain. 


| 
| 
|... | 
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Boxford, Elizabeth da, Elnathan, b. 22 Oct. 1666* 

Bryan, Richard s. M’ Richard, b. 8 Oct. 1666 

Smith, Hanah da. Beniamin, b. 14 Aug. 1664 
Beniamin s. ss b. 17 Sep. 1666 

Alen, Sarah da, Henary, b. 5 Oct. 1666 

Vol. 1, p. 19 

Maulbe, John, Marchant, married 28 Feb. 1666 


Bryan, Mary da. M*. Richard, Marchant, 
p Clarke Comitioner 


Ouiat, John Thomas, b. 11 May 1664 
Hester da. ‘‘ o b. 20 Mar. 1665 
Ami _ da. “‘ b. 10 Feb. 1667 
Camp, Abigal da. Nicolas, b. 28 Mar. 1667 
Gun, Abel s. Jasper, married p M' ffen 29 Oct. 1666 
Smith, Mary da. John 
Smith, John s. John, Smith, b. 11 May 1667 
Clerke, Samuel s. Thomas, b. 4 Aug. 1666 
Camp, Abigal da. Nicolas, b. 28 Mar. 1667 
Northroup, Wiliam s. Joseph, b. 2 June 1666 
Buckingham, Samuell s. Samuell, b. 7 Oct. 1667 
Marwin, Hanah da. Miles, b. 15 Nov. 1667 
ffen, Samuel s. Beniamin & M™ Susanna, 4 Sep. 1667 
Campfeild, Hanah da. Thomas, b. 20 Nov. 1667 


Baldwin, Josiah s. John, married by M’, ffenn 25 June 1666 
Camp, Mary (now Lane) da. Samuel,t 


Vol. 1, p. 20 

Hine, Ealis da. Thomas, b. 16 Dee. 1667 
Samfford, Andrew Jewner, married 8 Jan. 1667 
Boxford, Mary da, Henary 

Riggs, Samuel of Pagasid, married 14 June 1667 


Baldwin, Sarah da. Elisabeth widow Baldwin, 

by M*™ Samewel Shearman Magistrate 
Boxford, Elnathan Widdoer, married by M* ffen 12 Dec. 1667 
Baldwin, Hanah da. Timothy deceased 


Baldwin, Daniel s. Daniel, b. 3 Mar. 1667/8 
Cheapin, Sarah da. Japhet, now of Milford, b. 15 Mar. 1667/8 
Baldwin, Sarah da. Josiah, b. 29 Mar. 1668 


* Year date not certain. 
+ Her name has been written over; she was Mercy da. Edward Camp, as doubtless the 
original record read. 


108 THE AMERICAN GENEALOGIST 

Burwell, Mary da. Samuell, b. 20 Oct. 1667 
Sarah da. ‘‘ b. 6 Apr. 1663 
Samuell s. ‘“‘ b. 26 June 1665 

Stream, Sarah da. Sagant, b. 2 Feb. 1667 

Rogers, Samuel s. Eleazur, b. 14 Mar. 1667/8 

Vol, 1, p. 21 

Riggs, Elisabeth da. Samuel of Pagoset, b. 13 June 1668 


Wood Rouffe, Matthew, married by M". ffenn 16 June 1668 
Plumb, Mary 


Buckinghame, Mary da. Daniel, b. 27 Aug. 1668 
Buckinghame, Samuel s. Samuel, b. 6 Nov. 1668 
Plumb, John s. Robert deceased, married 24 Nov. 1668 


Norten, Elizabeth da. John of Farmington, 
by John Allyne Mages[trate] 


Bochford, Hester da. Elnathan, b. 18 Oct. 1668 
Samford, Mary da. Andrew Jun., b. 16 Nov. 1668 


Walker, Joseph, married by M' ffen magistrate 14 Nov. 1667 
Pruden, Abigail da, M’. Peeter dec’d 


Walker, Robert s. Joseph, b. 5 Aug. 1668 
Smith, Abigall da. BenJamin, b. 17 Sep. 1668 
Clerke, Thomas s. Thomas, b, 22 Jan. 1668 
Woodrouffe, Matthew s. Matthew, b. 8 Feb. 1668 
Bryan, ffrances da. M* Richard, b. 13 Feb. 1668 
Allyne, Meriam da. Henary, b. 20 Apr. 1669 
Smith, Timothy s. Benjamin, b. 6 Nov. 1669 
Welsh, Lidiah da. Thomas, b. [10] Nov. 1669 
Vol. 1, p. 22 

Coly, Samuell Juner, married 25 Oct. 1669 
Curtes, Mary, both of Milford, by M* John Clerke Commitioner 
Platt, Josiah, married by M* John Clerke 2 Dee. 1669 


Camppheilde, Sarah, both of Milford 


Neuten, Samuell s. M" Roger, Pastor, married 14 Mar. 1668/9 
ffenn, Martha da. M* Benjamin, Asistant, 
by M*. Wiliam East Commitioner 


Plumb, Elizabeth da. John, b. 1 Nov. 1669 
fowler, Mercy da. Liuetenant, b. 1 Apr. 1669 
Ouiat, ffraneses da. M' Thomas, b. 1 Nov. 1669 
Welch, Liddiah da. Thomas, b. 10 Nov. 1669 
alyne, Obadiah of Mattabeseck, married 26 Oct. 1669 


Samford, Elizabeth da, Thomas of Milford, by M* John Clerke 


| 
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Gun, Samuel s. Jobama, 

Smith, Joseph s. John, Smith, 
Burwell, Samuel s. Samuel, 
Samford, Hanah da. Andrew Jun: 
Bard, Samuell s. John, 

Baldwin, Elizabeth da. Daniel, 
Peck, Mary da. Joseph, 

Marwin, Deborah da. Miles, 
Higne, Wiliam s. Thomas, 

Uffit, Samuell s. John, 


Vol. 1, p. 23 

Boehford, Samuel s, Elnathan, 
Baldwin, Mary da. Josiah, 
Tibbals, Josiah, 

Sherrwood, Mary 


ffowler, Liuetenant William widdower, 
Baldwin, Elizabeth widdow, 


Woodrouffe, Mary da. Matthew, 
Northrop, Mara da. Joseph deceased, 
Riggs, Samuel s. Samuel of Pagosit, 
Malbe, Mary da. M* John, Marchant, 
Eells, Mary da. M* Samuel, 
Buckinghame, Thomas s. Daniell, 
Buckinghame, Hannah da, Samuel, 
Tibbals, Mary da. Josiah, 

Cheapin, Thomas s. Japhet, 

Platt, Josiah s. Josiah, 

Campphield, Mehitabel da. Thomas, 
ffen, Samuel s. Beniamin, 

Neuten, Martha da. Samuel, 
Pruden, Peeter s, Samuel, 

Plumb, John s. John, 


Woster, Hennary s. Edward of Pag/[osit], 
Ruth 
Vol. 1, p. 24 


Woster, Timothy s. Edward of Pagosit, 
Smith, Jonathan s, John, 


Willet, Captaine of Plimmoth, 
Pruden, M*. Johannah of Millford, 


b. 15 Jan. 1669 
b. 15 July 1669 
b, 12 Jan. 1666 
b. 19 Feb. 1669 
b. 4 Feb. 1669 
b. 24 Apr. 1670 
b. 29 Apr. 1670 
b. 24 Apr. 1670 
b. Aug. 1670 

b. 25 June 1670 


b. 30 July 1670 
b. 14 Sep. 1670 


married 13 July 1670 


married 1 Nov. 1670 
by John Clarke Commissioner 


b. 27 Dee. 

b. 6 Jan. 
~b. 9 Jan. 
b. 18 Feb. 
b. 18 Feb. 
b. 5 Mar. 
b. 24 Mar. 

b. 2 May 1671 
b. 20 May 1671 
b, 29 June 1671 

b. 2 July 1671 
b. 11 July 1671 
b. 14 July 1671 
b. 28 July 1671 
b. 29 July 1671 


b. 18 Aug. 1666 
b. 8 Apr. 1668 


1670 
1669 
1670 
1670 
1670 


b. 12 Nov. 1670 
b. 5 Sep. 1671 


married 19 Sep. 1671 
by M* Benjamin ffen 
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Baldwin, Silvanes, married by M* Benjamin ffen 20 Sep. 1671 
Prudden, Milldred 


Roggers, Joseph s. Eleazer, b. 12 Sep. 1671 
Alyne, Mercy da. Henary, b. 8 Oct. 1671 
Clarke, John s, Thomas, b. 31 Dee. 1671 
Balldwin, Nathaniel wever, married 12 Mar. 1670/1 
bochford, Hannah da. Hennary, by M* John Clarke 
Bryant, Abigal da. M* Richerd, b. 12 Jan. 1671 
Bochford, Mary da. Elnathan, b. 11 Feb. 1671 
Smith, Sarah da, Benjamin, b. 28 Oct. 1671 
Samford, Samuell s. Andrew Jun: b. 17 Mar. 1671/2 
Gun, Elizabeth da. Jobama, b. 5 Apr. 1672 
Bard, Jeremiah s, John | b. 16 Apr. 1672 
Deale, Charles, married by M' John Clarke 3 July 1672 
, Pitty 

Buckingham, Thomas s. Sam", b. 25 June 1672 
ffen, James s. M™ Beniamin & Mrs Susanna, _b. 14 May 1672 
Roberts, Lidiah da. Wiliam, b. 27 Aug. 1672 
Camp, Samuel of Milford, married 13 Nov. 1672 
Betts, Hannah of Norwalk, da. Thomas, by M*. Omsted Com’. 
Vol. 1, p. 25 
Baldwin, [blank] da. Daniel, b. 3 Aug. 1672 

& is now deceased 
Ouiat, Samuel s. M™ Thomas, b. 24 Nov. 1672 
Bisco, Nathaniel of Milford, married 29 Nov. 1672 
Camp, Mary, da. Widdow Lane of Milford, by M* John Clarke 
Herriman, Mt John of Newhauen, married 20 Nov. 1672 
Bryant, Hannah da. M* Richard, by M* John Clark Com’. 
Eells, Robert s. M™ Sam", b. 14 Dee. 1672 
Tibbals, Thomas s. Thomas sen: married 12 Dec. 1672 


Streame, Abigal da. Ensigne John, 
by M* John Clarke Commisioner 
Smith, John s. John sen, married 23 Jan. 1672 
Campphield, Phebe da. Thomas, 
by M*. John Clarke Commisionour 


Samford, Samuel s. Ephraim, b. 26 Jan. 1672 
Woodruff, John s. Mathew, b. 5 Feb. 1672 
Uffit, Elizabeth da. John, b. 19 Feb. 1672 
Baldwin, Elizabeth da. Josiah, b. 19 Dee. 1672 
Baldwin, Elizabeth da. Siluanes, b. 29 Mar. 1673 


Samford [blank] s. Andrew sen: b. 30 Mar. 1673 


4 

5 

? 

| 
£ 
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Garnsey, Joseph of Milford, married 10 Apr. 1673 
Coly, Hannah da. Samuel sen: 
by John Clarke Commisionour 


Buckingham, John s. Daniel, b. 13 May 1673 
Plumb, Mary da. John, b. 15 May 1673 
Tibbals, [blank] da, Josiah, b. 17 May 1673 
Baldwin, Elizabeth da. Nathaniel, b. 9 June 1672 
Vol. 1, p. 26 

Hind, George s. Thomas, b. 29 June 1673 
Wilkeson, Edward, married 2 July 1672 


Smith, Rebeckah 
Samford, Andrew s. Andrew juner of Milford, b. 13 July 1673 


Wilson, Benjamin s. thomas b. in Milford 8 July 1673 
Pruden, Samuel s. Samuel, b. 14 Aug. 1673 
Bisco, James s. Nathaniel, b. 14 Aug. 1673 
Clarke, Georg s. Corporal Thomas, _b. last day of Aug. 1673 
Plat, Sarah da. Josiah, b. 7 Sep. 1673 
Clarke, Samuel s. Decon George, married 26 Dec. 1673 
Clarke, Mary da. George farmer, by Majour Robert Treat 
Baldwin, Samuel s. Daniel, b. 26 Dec. 1673 
Burwell, Nathan s. John deceased, married 14 Jan. 1673 
Baldwin, Temperance da. Richard deceased, by Major Treat 
Campe, Edward, married by Major Treat 15 Jan. 1673 
Smith, Mahitabell da. John Senior 

Herriman, John s. M™ John, b. 21 Feb. 1673 
Sanford, Samuell s, Ephraim, b. 9 Mar. 1673/4 
Gun, Sarah da. Jobamah, b. 30 Mar. 1674 
Vol. 1, p. 27 

Sanford, Samuel s. Thomas, married 16 Apr. 1674 
Brinson, hannah da, Richard of farmington, by Major Treat 


Bochford, hannah da. Elnathan, b. last day of Apr. 1674 


Alen, Henry s. Henry, b. 2 May 1674 
Tibballs, John s. Thomas, b. 2 May 1674 
Stone, Samuell s. John, b. 27 May 1674 
Wilkinson, Elizabeth da, Edward, b. 30 May 1674 
Baldwin, hannah da. Nathaniell, b. 11 July 1674 
Buckingham, Ann da. Sam", b. 17 June 1674 
Smith, John s. Nicholas, b. 20 July 1674 
Law, Jonathan s. Jonathan, b. 6 Aug. 1674 


Ouiat, Abigall da, M’. Tho: b. 17 Aug. 1674 


4 
4 
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Thornton, Thomas, married by Major Treat, 5 Aug. 167|4] 
farrand, Hannah da. Nathaniel Senior, 
Smith, John s. John Ju"., b. 18 June 1674 


Vol. 1, p. 28 
Fenn, M' Benjamin Senior, married 12 Mar. 1663 
Ward, Mrs Susannah 
Fenn, Susanna da, M’. Benjamin & Mrs. Susanna 

b. 4 May 1669 
Beard, Ebenezer s. John, died 24 Aug. 1674 
Baldwin, dauid, married 11 Nov. 1674 
Streame, Mary da. Insigne John, by Capt: Thomas Topping 
Baldwin, Richard s. Siluanus, b. 14 Dee. 1674 
Burwell, Alce da, Nathan, b. 27 Dee. 1674 
garnsey, Joseph s. Joseph, b. 13 Jan. 1674 
Samford, Samuell s. Andrew Sen’, b. 27 Jan. 1674 
Bryan, Ann da. M* Alexander Ju’., b. 8 Sep. 1674 


Smith, Andrew s. Nicholas, b. 3 Dee. 1670 
Martha da. sa b. 7 Apr. 1669 
Sarah da. - b. 19 July 1672 
Samuell s. b. neare the midle of Feb. 1664 


Vol. 1, p. 29 

Sanford, Elizabeth da, Andrew Junior, b. 5 Mar. 1674/5 
Baldwin, Samuell s. Josiah, b. 14 Mar. 1674/5 
Newton, Thomas s. M". Sam", b. 21 Apr. 1675 
Campe, Samuell s. Samuell, b. 20 May 1675 


Wheeler, Ephraim, married 8 Sep. 1675 
Holbrook, Mary da. Richard of Milford, 
by M* Alexander Bryan Assistant 


Buckingham, Giddion s. M™ Daniell, b. 4 Oct. 1675 
Plat, Mary da. Josiah, b. 13 Nov. 1675 
Briscoe, Mary da. Nathaniell, b. 15 Nov. 1675 
Beard, Sarah da. John, b. 22 July 1675 
Eells, Robert s. Samuell, b. 25 June 1675 
Smith, Cornelious s. Nicholas, b. 12 Dee. 1675 
Sanford, Hannah da, Sam", b, 2 Feb. 1675 


Vol. 1, p. 30 

East, M'. William, married 16 Mar. 1675/6 
Plumbe, M™ Mary, by Capt. Tho: Topping Assistant 
Wheeler, Obadiah s. Ephraim, b. 15 June 1676 
Baldwin, Nathaniell s. Nathaniell, b. 6 Sep. 1676 
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Wilkinson, Rebecea da. Edward, b. 8 Aug. 1676 
Baldwin, Esther da. Nathaniell Sen’, b. 14 Nov. 1676 
Smith, Walter, married by Capt Topping 26 Sep. 1676 
farrand, Elizabeth da. Nathaniel 

Tibballs, Hannah da. Josiah, b. 13 Oct. 1676 
Bochford, Henry s. Elnathan, b. 12 Sep. 1676 
Briscoe, James, married by Capt. Topping 6 Dec. 1676 
Wheeler, Sarah 

Terrill, John s. John, b. 10 Mar. 1675/6 
Wheeler, [Ma]ry da. Ephraim, b. Feb. 1677 


Vol. 1, p. 31 

Tibballs, Abigal da. Thomas Ju’, b. 28 Mar. 1677 
Prudden, Joanna da. M". Sam", b. 1 May 1676 
Smith, Thomas s. John Junior, b. 17 Mar. 1676/7 
Sanford, Sarah da. Andrew Sen’., b. 7 Apr. 1677 
ffarrand, Deborah da. Nathaniel Ju’, b. 22 Dee. 1676 
Clarke, Joseph s. thomas, b. 4 Mar. 1676/7 
Buckingham, Mary da. Sam", b. 13 Mar. 1676/7 
Sanford, Esther da. Andrew Junior, b. 6 May 1677 
Bryan, Alexand' s. Alexand® Ju’, . 15 June 1677 


Newton, Susanna da. Samuel, . 15 July 1671 
Thomas . 21 Apr. 1675 
Samuel s. . 26 June 1677 


Gunn, Christian da. Jobamah, b. 3 Aug. [1677] 


Vol. 1, p. 32 
Baldwin, Sarah da. Siluanus, b. 15 Aug. 1677 
Samford, Ephraim s,. Ephraim, b. 11 May 1677 
Plat, John s. Josiah, b. 5 Sep. 1677 
ouiat, Thomas s. M™ Thomas, b. 30 Aug. 1677 
Roberts, Zachariah, married by Major Treat 8 Feb. 1676 
Larrance, Mary 

Eells, Nathaniel s. Sam", b. 26 Nov. 1677 

[ Roberts-Lawrence marriage repeated, identical except date 1677 
instead of 1676] 

Buckingham, Josiah s. M'. Daniell, b. 13 Mar. 1677/8 
Baldwin, Josiah s. Josiah, b. 21 Mar. 1677/8 
Roberts, Zachariah s, Zachariah, b. 7 Mar. 1677/8 
Briscoe, Samuell s. Nathaniel, b. 4 Apr. 1678 
Terrill, Samuell s. John, b. 2 Apr. 1678 
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Briscoe, Sarah da. James, 
Hayes, [Se]rj‘ Thomas, married by Major Treat 29 Dec. 1677 
Peck, Elisabeth da. Joseph of Milford 


Vol. 1, p. 33 

ffitech, Samuell, 
Bry[an], Sarah, 
hine, Thomas Ju’, 


hiet, Rebecca of Stanford 
Pecke, Joseph, married by the deputy gouernour 27 Jan. 1678 


Camp, Mary 


[Hine marriage entered again; Rebecca’s name spelled hiat] 
Wilkinson, Edward s. Edward, 


Smith, Walter, 
Prime, rebecka 


Smith, Samuel s. Walter, 
Buckingham, Hesther da. Samuel, 
Tibbulls, Thomas s. Thomas Ju’, 
Hayes, Robert s. Sargt: Thomas, 
Briscoe, James s. James, 

Platt, Epenetus s, Joseph, 


Vol. 1, p. 34 


Samford, Merey da. Andrew Ju’, 
married by M* Jn°: Ward 2 Nov. 1677 


Baldwin, Jonathan, 
Ward, Hannah 


Smith, Samuel s. John Ju’, 
Camp, Hannah da. Samuel, 
Baldwin, Siluanus s. Siluanus, 


Baldwin, Daniel s. 


Daniel s. 


Elizabeth da. 


Mary da. 


Sam" s. 


Nathaniel s. 


John s. 
Garnsey, Hannah da. Joseph, 
Plat, Josiah s. Josiah, 

Allen, Georg s. M™ Gedion 


Daniel, b. 2 July 1666 
d. 23 of same month 

b. 3 Mar. 1668 
Se b. 18 Apr. 1670 
” b. 1 Aug. 1672 
d. 1 Jan. following 

ag b. 26 Dee. 1673 
d. 26 Mar. 1674 

” b. 14 May 1676 
d, 14 July 1676 

es b. 26 Mar. 1679 


b. 25 Mar. 1678 


married 23 Oct. 1678 
by Major Robert Treat D:G: 


married by Major Treat 13 Nov. 1678 


b. 5 Mar. 1678/9 
married 1 Apr. 1677 


b. 23 Feb. 1678 
b. 4 May 1679 
b. 22 Aug. 1679 
b. 30 Sep. 1679 
b. 25 Aug. 1679 
b. 17 May 1696 [svc] 


b. 1 July 1679 


b. 8 Dee. 1679 
b. 31 Jan. 1677 
b, 30 Nov. 1679 


b. 4 Mar. 1677/8 
b. 12 Jan. 1679 
b. [no date] 
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Vol. 1, p. 35 
ffarrand, Nathaniel s. Nathaniel Ju’, b. 15 May 1679 
Baldwin, Jonathan s. Jonathan, b. 31 Jan. 1679 
Wheeler, Joseph, married by Major Treat, June 1678 
Holbrook, Patience 
Wheeler, Patience da. Joseph, b. 7 June 1679 
Samford, Thomas s, Ephraim, b. 29 Jan. 1679 
Baldwin, Remember da. Josiah, b. 29 Feb. 1679/80 
Samford, Thomas s. Samuell, b. 29 Sep. 1678 
d. 3 Mar. following 
Samuel s. Sam", b. 12 Mar. 1679/80 
Clarke, Hannah da. Thomas, b. 20 Mar. 1679/80 
Bryan, M’ Rich: married 15 July 1679 
Wilmot, Marey 
Newton, John, married 14 Apr. 1680 
ford, Lidia, by Major Robert Treat Esq? D: G: 
Holbrooke, Israel, married by Major Treat 20 Dec. 1677 
Welsh, Mary 
Holbrooke, Mary da. Israel, b. 7 Apr. 1679 
Bryan, John s. M". Alex: b. [ ] July 1680 
Vol. 1, p. 36 
Camfield, Thomas, married 26 Feb. 1679 
Adkinson, Rebecca, by Major Treat Deputy G: 
Plat, Joseph, married by Leiut": Ulmsteed 5 May 1680 
Kellog, Marry da, Daniel of Norwalke 
Hine, Rebecca da. Thomas Ju’, b. 18 Sep. 1679 
Clarke, Sarah da. Georg Ju’, b. 21 June 1678 
Abigailda. ‘ as b. 1 Apr. 1680 
Bryan, Elizabeth da. M' Richard, b. 19 Apr. 1680 
Brisco, Sarah da. Nathaniel, b. 22 Jan. 1680 
Stilson, Susanna da. Vincent, b. 9 Nov. 1680 
Canfield, Thomas s. Thomas Ju’, b. 5 Jan. 1680 
Botsford, Timothy s. Elnathan, b. 10 Nov. 1678 
John s. sx b, 8 Jan. 1680 
Gunn, Abell s. Jobamah, b. 5 May 1680 
Wheeler, [ ] s. Ephraim, b. 25 June 1680 
Vol. 1, p. 37 
Pecke, Joseph s. Joseph Ju’, b. 25 Feb. 1680 
Smith, Thomas s. Walter, b. 23 Dee. 1680 
ffarrand, Sam" s. Nathaniel Ju’, b. 15 Mar. 1680/1 
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Smith, Hannah da. Nicholas, b, 29 July 1681 
Allen, Abigaill da. M™ Gedion, b. [blank] 
Wheeler, Anna da. Joseph, b. 20 Feb. 1680 
Andrews, Elizabeth da. Thomas, b. 4 Nov. 1679 

Thomas b. 10 Sep. 1681 


ffiske, M? John, married by Major Treat at night 17 Jan. 1681 
Baldwin, hannah 


Wheeler, Ephraim s. Ephraim, b. 5 Jan. 1681 
Treat, Elizabeth da. M™ Robert, b. 8 Sep. 1679 
Jane — b. 24 Jan. 1680 
Garnsey, Mary da. Joseph, b. 1 May [ ] 
Platt, Mary da. Jose[ph], b. 31 A[ug?] 1681 
Vol. 1, p. 38 
Camp, Samuel, married 6 Jan. 1681 
Seouill, Merey 
Wilkison, Ruth da. Edward, b. 23 Oct. 1681 
Clarke, Georg s. Georg Ju’, b. 3 Apr. 1682 
Netleton, Sam", married by Major Treat 8 Feb. 1681 


Baldwin, Martha 
Baldwin, Theophilus, married by Major Treat 8 Feb. 1682 
Canfield, Elizabeth 


Smith, Benjamin, married by Major Treat 9 Feb. 1682 
haughton, sarah 
Tibballs, James s. Sargt Thomas Ju’, b. 3 Aug. 1682 
Plat, Richard s, Josiah, b. 9 Aug. 1682 
Bryan, Joseph s. M™ Richard, b. 15 July 1682 
Samford, Sarah da. Sam", b. 10 July 1682 
Burwell, Joseph s. Leiut™t [Samuel], b. 20 Sep. 1682 
Camp, Samuel, married by Major Treat 10 Oct. 1682 
Camp, Mary 
Andrew, [Ha]nnah} das. Thomas, b, ] Jan. 1683 
Mary j 
Vol. 1, p. 39 
Pecke, Mary da. Joseph Ju’, b. 15 Dee. 1682 
Bryan, Alexander s. M™ Allexander, b. 24 Dee. 1682 
Terrell, Abigael da, John, b. 13 June 1681 
Samford, Nathaniel s. Ephraim, b. 10 Oct. 1682 
Wheeler, William, married 10 Apr. 1682 
Smith, Ruth, by M* Richard Lawe of Stanford 


Wheeler, Ruth da. William, b. 14 Jan. 1682 
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ffiske, Phinehas s. M* John, b. 2 Dee. 1682 
Wilson, M* John, married 4 July 1683 
Newton, M*™ Sarah 
Samford, Ezekiel s. Andrew Ju’, b. 11 July 1683 
Roberts, William s. Zackariah, b. 4 Oct. 1683 
Platt, Joseph s. Joseph, b. 4 Feb. 1683 
Vol. 1, p. 40 
Pritchet, Benjamin, married 14 Nov. 1683 
Jones, Rebecca, by Samuel Eells Comission" 
Wheeler, Joseph s. Joseph, b. 1 Dee. 1683 
Holbrook, Abell, married 20 Dee. 1683 
Marwin, Hannah da, Miles 
Bryan, M* Samuel of Milford, married 25 Dee. 1683 
Whiting, M™ Martha da. M* John of hartford, 
by Major John Talcott assistant 
Baldwin, Samuel s. dauid, b. 25 Dee. 1683 
Canfield, Rebecca da. Thomas Ju’, b. 28 Jan. 1682 
Allen, John s. M™ Gideon, b. 19 Feb. 1682 
Baldwin, John s. Jonathan, b. 22 May 1683 
ffarrand, daniel s. Nathan" Ju’, b. [ ]2 July 1683 
Vol. 1, p. 41 
Wheeler, Abigail da. Ephr[aim}, b. 8 Feb. 1683 
Plat, Joseph s. Joseph, b. 4 Feb. 1683 
Marwin, Elizabeth da. Miles Ju’, b. 10 Jan. 1683 
Briscoe, Abigaill da. Nathaniel, b. 1 Nov. 1684 
Wilkison, Hannah da. Edward, b. 1 Nov. 1684 
Hine, John, married by Capt Samuel Eells Comsr 4 July 1684 
fenn, Mary 
Hine, Thomas of Milford, married 9 Nov. 1684 
Bristoll, Hannah, before Jn° Nash Assis' 
Burwell, Sam" of Milford Ju’, married 27 Nov. 1684 
Bunnell, Rebecca da. Benjamin of Newhauen, by the Gouernour 
Coley, Mary da. Sam", b. 14 Jan. 1684 
Camp, Mary da. Samuel sen’, b. 21 [Jan.?] 1684 
Tol. 1, p. 42 
Botsford, Sarah da. Elnathan, b. 10 Aug. 1683 
Baldwin, Esther da. Nathaniel sen’, b. 25 May 1683 
Samuel s. - a b. 14 Jan. 1684 
Gun, Nathaniel s. Jobamah, b. 27 July 1685 
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Allen, Hannah da, Gideon, b. 6 Oct. 1685 
Peck, John s. Joseph Jun"., b. 14 Sep. 1685 
Marwin, John, married 12 Apr. 1683 
Holbrook, Mary widdow 

Marwin, John s. Jn°, b. 23 Sep. 1684 
Roberts, Hezekiah s. Zachariah, b. 15 Oct. 1685 
Canfield, Israel s. Thomas, b. 24 Mar. 1684/5 
Prime, James, married 20 Sep. 1685 
Marwin, Martha, by Capt John Beard Commissioner 


Wheeler, Thomas of Milford, mar. at the house 1 June 1685 
French, Anna da. Francis of Derby 
[Three leaves gone here | 


Vol. 1, p. 43 
Baldwin, Stephen s, Zachariah, b. 11 Oct. [1701] 
Temperance da. b.9M[ ] 1703 
Baldwin, Elizabeth da. James, b. 21 Mar. 1699 
Platt, John, married 17 June 1703 
Brace, Phebe, by Robert Treat Debuty Governour 
Clark, Mehetable da. Mt Sam", b. 10 Nov. 1701 
d. 19 of y® said month 
Mehetable da. - b. 2 Oct. 17[02] 
Woodruffe, John, married 22 Dee. 1698 
Platt, Mary, by Robert Treat Governor 
Woodruffe, Mary da. John, b. 3 Mar. 1699/1700 
Sarah da. ‘‘ b. 20 Dee. 1701 
John's. b. 26 May 1703 


Beard, Jeremiah, married by Tho: Clark Justice 26 May 1697 
Pettit, Mary 


Beard, Sarah da. Jeremiah, b, 4 Apr. 1698 
Anna da. - b. last day June 1701 

Smith, Joanna da. John, Derby, b. 20 Oct. 1702 

Gray, M™ Hugh, married [ ] 

[Bryan], M"™ Sibbilla, by Robert [Treat Dept Gov.] 

Vol. 1, p. 44 

Northrup, Hanah da. William, b. 1 Dee. 169[ 
William b. 16 Dee. 1694 
Ephraim s. a b. 2 Jan. 1696 
Joseph _s. b, 6 Feb. 1698 
Thomas b. 16 May 1701 
John s. is b. 17 June 1703 
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Camp, Leut Sam", Mason, 
Canfield, Rebeckah, 


married 28 Apr. 169/6] 
by Rob‘ Treat D: Gov. 


Camp, Abigal da, Leut Sam", b. 1 Mar. 1697 
Hezekiah s. ‘‘ ‘* Mason, b. 25 Mar. 1700 
Lemuell s. ‘‘ ‘* b. 4 Oct. 1701 

Camp, Bethiah da. Sam" Sen’, b. 12 Apr. 1686 
Ebenezer s. “‘ b, 24 Aug. 1690 
Amos b. 12 Feb. 1692 
Nathan s. ‘‘ b. [ ] Aug. 1688 
Sarah da. “ " b. 5 Nov. 1695 
John Bes b. 1 Mar. 1700 


Northrup, Job s, William, 


Vol. 1, p. 45 
Camp, Ephraim s. Sam" Sen’, 
Botehford, Christian da. Henry, 


Botchford, Henry, 

Gunn, Christian, 

Smith, Mary da. John, Taylor, 

Smith, John, Taylor, 

Brace, Mary, 

Camp, Timothy s. J un’, 
Jonathan s. “‘ 

Smith, Sarah da. Josep[h], 


Beard, Joseph, 
Samford, Sarah, 


Beard, John s. Joseph, 


Wheeler, Elizabeth da. William, 
Rhoda da. 


Smith, Thomas, 
Camp, Hann[ah], 


Vol, 1, p. 46 
Smith, Jonah s. Thom [as], 


Collins, Daniel, 
Wilkison, Ruth, 


Collins, Daniel s. Daniell, 


Edwards. ‘‘ 
Hine, Esther da. Thomas, 

Hannah da. 

Lediah da. ‘‘ 


Abigall da. “‘ 


b. in 1705 


b. 17 Sep. 1702 

b. 17 Aug. 1701 

married 12 Nov. 1700 
by Rob‘ Treat D*. Gover" 

b. 6 May 1703 

married 1 June 1699 
by Robt Treat D*. Gov. 

b. 1 Apr. 1701 

b. 17 Dee. 1702 

b. 16 June 1703 

married 10 Apr. [1701] 
by Robt Treat Debt Go[’.] 

b. 28 Mar. 1702 

b. 12 Jan. 1696 

b. 9 Dec. 1701 

married 2 Dec. 1699 
by [Robt] Treat Deb‘. Gover" 


b. 29 Apr. 1703 


married 7 Dec. 1699 
by Robt Treat Deb: Gov. 


b. 9 Dec. 1700 
b. 17 Sep. 1702 
d. in Feb. 1702/3 

b. 20 June 1695 
b, 22 Dec. 1697 

b. 3 Jan. 1699 

b. 25 May 1702 
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Gillit, Jonathan s. Eliphall, 

Terrill, George s. Daniell, 

Treat, Jonathan s. Mr. Robert, 

Burwell, Ephraim, 

Stream, Sarah, 

Burwel, Sarah da. Ephraim, 
Stream s. 
Martha da. 


Vol. 1, p. 47 

Buckingham, Gidion, 

Hunt, Sarah, 

Beard, Samuell s. Sam", 
Deborah da. Samuell, 
James s. 

Northrup, Ebenezer s, Daniell, 

Dauid s. 
Sarah da. Daniel, 

Oviat, Esther da. Sam", 

Hine, Elizabeth da. Stephen, 
Stephen s. 
Alexander s. 

Buckingham, Gidion s. Gidion, 

Downes, Rebecah da, Deliverance, 

Peck, Abigall da. Ens" Joseph, 


Vol. 1, p. 48 

Peck, Heth s, Ens" Joseph, 
Miles, Theophilus s. Samuell, 
Baldwin, Mehitabel da. Obadiah, 
Clark, Thomas Jun’, 

Martha his now wife, 
Whitmore, Amey da. Josiah, 
Northrupp, Joell s. Sergt Sam", 

Mary da. 
Hannah da. 
Abigall da. 
Marget da. 
Smith, Timothy s. Timothy, 
Pringle, Nathan s. Ebenezer, 
Allen, Mary da. Henry, 
Merey da. ‘‘ 
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b. 16 Sep 
b. 31 Oct 
b. 17 Mar 


. 1703 


. 1703 
.1701 


married 27 May 1698 


by Thomas Cl 
b.6 Apr 

b. 11 Apr 

b. 21 Feb 


married 3 Feb 


ark J. 
. 1699 
.1701 
1702/3 


. 1703/4 


by Rob‘ Treat Debt Gover 


b. 8 Apr 
b. 14 Oct 
b. 4 Feb 
b. 18 May 
b. 1 Aug 
b. 28 July 
b. 10 Oct 
b. 14 Dee 


. 1699 
1702/3 
1698 
1702 
1703 
1693 


b. 22 May 1695 


b. 10 Feb. 
b. 24 Dee. 


1698/9 
1704 


b. 7 Jan. 1699/1700 


b. 25 Sep 


b. 3 Oct 
b. 1 Dee 


b. 21 Feb. 


married 22 Nov 


. 1701 


1703 
. 1703 
1702/3 
1703 


by Thomas Hart Justice 


b. 17 Feb 


b. 14 Feb. 


b. 13 Sep 
b. 13 Dee 


.1703/4 
1691 
1694 
1696 


b. 14 May 1699 


b. 19 Aug 


b. 6 Feb. 
b. 7 Apr. 
b, 2 Aug. 


1702 
1703/4 
1704 
1700 


b. 4 July 1703 


[To be continued] 
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All communications should be sent at least seven weeks prior to date of 
publication to Philip M. Smith, 1417 Belmont Street, Washington, D. C. 


QUERIES 


4. DOANE. Wanted names of parents and place of birth 
and marriage of Betsie (Elizabeth?) Doane, b. Nov. 7, 1777; 
d. Dee. 21, 1863, Sodus, N. Y.; m. Mar. 6, 1799, Seth Coleman, 
of Amherst, Mass., and removed to Sodus in 1818 with husband 
and seven children, Chester, Louisa, Enos, Edward H., Ann 
Mariah, Lyman, Linus. Her name appears on church records 
in Ashfield and Amherst, Mass.—W. E. R. 


5. WILLIAMS. Wanted parentage and lineage of Hannah 
Williams, whose marriage to Thomas Gould (1755-1829), of 
Pomfret, Conn., May 23, 1782, is recorded at Charlton, Mass. ; 
intentions of marriage Feb. 10, 1782, Sturbridge, Mass. Was she 
dau. of Stephen and Judith (Paine) Williams, of Pomfret, b. 
May 7, 1758, or dau. of Daniel and Elizabeth Williams, of 
Charlton, b. May 25, 1751?°—N. G. W. 


6. SMITH-SCOTT. Wanted parentage of Peter Smith, prob- 
ably of Conn., b. about 1780, and of his wife, Lucrecia Scott. 
They lived in Columbiaville, N. Y., where their dau. Catherine 
(1804-1875) m. John H, Van Hoesen. 

(a) PRATT. Wanted parentage of Lillis Pratt (1795-1834) 
who m. Oct. 1818 Belchertown, Mass., Alpheus P. Corey. 

(b) TAPPAN. Wanted parentage of Abigail Tappan who 
m. probably at Enfield, Mass., Moses Prentice. Their dau. 
Loruhama Prentice was b. Belchertown. 

(ce) BRADFORD-GLOVER. Wanted marriage record of 
Henry Bradford and Prudence Glover. She was b. June 5, 1742, 
Newtown, Conn., and their oldest child was b. June 28, 1767, 
Derby. 
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(d) CLARK, Wanted parentage of Nathaniel Clark who m. 
(1) about 1799 Stamford, N. Y., Priscilla Bradford, b. 1781, 
Huntington, Conn. She d. 1809 and he m. (2) Widow Judson. 


(e) SWIFT. Wanted parentage of Henrietta Swift who m. 
1730, New London, Conn., Joseph Bradford. Both were b. 
1702.—E. C. H. 


7. HALL. Wanted ancestry of Rufus Hall who m. Phebe 
Ballou b. Mar. 5, 1786, Richmond, N. H., dau. of Oliver and 
Phebe Ballou. Their children were Maturin Ballou b. Mar. 22, 
1809, Hanover, N. H.; m. Judith Rollins Sept. 18, 1833, Haver- 
hill, N. H.; Alvira or Elvira, m. Jackman; Lura; Olive; 
and Amanda. Was Rufus son of John, of Rehoboth, Mass., or 
son of Rufus and Experience (Foster) Hall, of Wallingford, 
Conn, 


(a) WATROUS. Wanted parentage of Grace Watrous who 
m. Daniel Chittenden, of Killingworth, Conn., Dee. 1, 1751, and 
had dau. Grace who m. Ezra Holmes at Salisbury, Nov. 10, 1791. 


(b) MORRISON-BESSEE. Wanted parentage of Roderick 
Morrison b, Dec. 30, 1763, Hebron, Conn., and of his wife Char- 
lotte Bessee b. Feb. 1, 1770. He was a soldier in the Revolu- 
tionary War and removed to Westmoreland, Oneida County, 
N. Y., where he d. Aug. 17, 1843. 


(ec) BUCKLIN. Wanted parentage of Elsie Bucklin b, 1738 
Seekonk, Mass. She m. 1757 Rehoboth, Peter Ballou. 


(d) TILLOTSON. Wanted parentage of Martha, wife of 
Morris Tillotson, They were m. July 21, 1713 Hartford, Conn. 
Was Capt. Daniel Tillotson, of Orford, N. H., their son? 

—W. H. M. 


8. BULKLEY. Wanted parentage of Elizabeth Bulkley, 
formerly of Saybrook, Conn., whose marriage Dee. 2, 1662 to 
Micah Palmer is recorded at Branford. 

(a) PALMER, Who were the parents of Micah Palmer, of 
Branford, Conn., above mentioned? He d. 1682. 

(b) DRAKE. Wanted parentage of Gillian Drake who m. 
(1) 16386 Devon, Eng., Richard Mansfield; m. (2) in America, 
Alexander Field. She d. 1669, 

(ce) PECKHAM. Wanted parentage of Mary Peckham who 
m. as his second wife Oct. 20, 1766 Newport, R. I., John Clarke; 
she d. there Jan. 14, 1773. According to tombstone in Clarke 
Cemetery, Kingstown Hills, R. I., John Clarke d. Apr. 9, 1798 in 
his 64th year. Their children were Isaac, b. Jan. 16, 1767; 
Joseph, b. Feb. 17, 1769; and Thomas Peckham, b. Mar. 17, 
1771 Newport. John Clarke m. (1) July 16, 1755, Mercy 
Case.—L. C. G. 
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9. GILLETT. William Gillett was b. August 24, 1770 in 
Connecticut. His father died when William was less than two 
years old, and his mother married a Gilbert. William Gillett 
was an only child. Who were his parents? 


(a) PARMALEE, Asa Parmalee, b. in the 1750’s probably in 
Connecticut, married Lucy Fitch. Their children were Prudence 
b. 1780; Lucey b. 1783; Leah b. 1791 and two others. Would 
appreciate knowing the parentage of both Asa Parmalee and 
Lucey Fitch, his wife. 

(b) MURRAY. Harvey Murray married Laura Wilcox in 
1815, and they went to Hudson, Ohio, about 1819 living there 
until 1835. Children were Edward Cornelius, Elizur Treat, 
Luey Ann and others. Where did they go from Hudson and 
would appreciate address of any descendants? 


(ec) AUSTIN. Who were the parents of Mercy Austin (1775- 
1860) who married Joel Hubbard of Middletown, Conn. in 
1797?—W. B. M. 


10. RUSSELL. Wanted information regarding Charles Rus- 
sell and his antecedents: He was Captain in South Carolina in 
1718, and is said by Johnson in his ‘‘ Traditions of the American 
Revolution’’ to have been from Massachusetts, of English 
parentage. 


(a) LANGDON. Wanted information regarding Joseph 
Langdon of Hempstead, Long Island, son of Thomas Langdon 
1675-1732. Joseph married Keziah Bates of Huntington, L. I. 
in 1733. Proof wanted of his move to the Shenandoah Valley of 
Va. by 1749; possibly by way of Cape May County, New Jersey. 
Joseph Langdon of Hempstead had brothers Thomas and Jona- 
than, sisters Elizabeth and Deborah, wife Keziah. Joseph Lang- 
don of Augusta Co, 1749 had sons Joseph, Thomas and Jonathan, 
daughters Elizabeth and Keziah. Are they the same? Joseph 
descends from Thomas Langdon, in New Haven 1650. 


(b) BENNETT. Wanted information as to William Bennett 
and Deborah his wife and their parentage. They lived at East 
Bedford, Chester Co., Pa., later Cecil Co. Md, Their son, 
William, was born there in 1737, and moved to Shepherdstown, 
Va. circa 1762. Their other children were Mary, Sarah, Deborah, 
Alice, Edward, Joshua, & Elizabeth. They died in Cecil Co., 
Md.—S. 8. B. 


11. SEELEY. A communication signed E. S. W. S. in the 
Boston Transcript, June 15, 1932, # 3347.1, states that the writer 
has been compiling a Seeley Genealogy for ten years, and that 
Capt. Robert? Seeley was of the family of Bridgewater, Somerset 
County, England, where the name was spelled ‘‘Seeley’’ as far 
back as 1563. In the recently issued First Settlers of ye Planta- 
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tions of Piscataway and Woodbridge, by Orra Eugene Monnette, 
Part 4, pages 593 and 629, it is claimed that the surname was 
really Cilley. Which is correct? 

(a) SEELEY. The last-named authority, on page 594, states 
that Capt. Robert* Seeley had sons Obadiah, Captain Joseph, and 
John (wife Margaret), and on page 629, that Ephraim and Ben- 
jamin Seelye may be added ‘‘ with some belief.’’ The Transcript 
writer, on the other hand, stated that he had two sons, Obadiah 
of Stamford, Conn., and Nathaniel of Fairfield, Conn. Which 
is correct ?—W. V. D. R. 


ANSWERS 


2. (a) JONATHAN ROGERS. The Editor of the Hunting- 
ton Town Records (Charles R. Street), and the author of the 
Historical Sketch of the Town of Huntington in Munsell’s 
Suffolk County, states, that this Jonathan Rogers and Rebecca, 
his wife, had children: Jonathan, John, Joseph, Mary, Obadiah, 
David (H. T. R. Vol. 1, p. 21, note Munsell-Huntington, p. 6). 
He does not state the source of his information and the records 
are silent, except in one particular, as to his family. 

As bearing on the period of time this Jonathan Rogers lived 
the following items, taken from Vols. 1 and 2 of the Huntington 
Town Records on file in the Town Clerk’s Office at Huntington, 
N. Y., at the pages noted, may prove instructive : 

His name first appears on Mch, 10, 1659 as a grantee of a 
parcel of land in a grant from the Town (1. 21). He received 
further grants on Jan. 16, 1671 (1. 173) and Oct. 31, 1681 
(1. 322). He entered into an agreement with John Adams 
Dee. 22, 1687 as to the old mill at Cold Spring, Long Island 
(1. 510) and on Oct, 22, 1688 obtained permission from the Town 
to improve the same (2. 14). He was elected tax collector 
Feb. 8, 1661 (1. 34); fence viewer Apr. 27, 1663 (1. 45), and 
again on Apr. 26, 1665 (1. 66); and Overseer Apr. 4, 1670 
(1. 166) and Apr. 1, 1679 (1. 2483). He was appointed one of 
six to divide the old mill pond property in Huntington Jan. 16, 
1676 (1. 218). He bought and sold land between 1668 and 1699 
(1. 130 to 447), (2. 65 to 117). On June 13, 1699 he bought a 
parcel of land from his brother Noah (2. 246) and on June 24, 
1699 he and his wife Rebecah sold land to his son John, which 
deed was acknowledged July 3, 1699 (2. 248). This last instru- 
ment is the only one in the records in which his wife is named 
and in it the grantor describes himself as ‘‘Jonathan Rogers, 
Sen.’’ 

The name of Noan Rogers is first found in said records on 
Dee. 24, 1667 (1. 107, 108) when he received a grant of land 
from the Town. He sold land on Apr. 19, 1669 (1. 134). He is 
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named as an owner of adjoining land in a deed by the celebrated 
but mysterious Anne Rogers, widow, on Aug. 9, 1669 (1. 139) 
and again in a deed of Aug. 20, 1679 (1. 246). He buys land 
May 5, 1696 (2.189). He sells on June 13, 1699 to his brother 
Jonathan in which deed Elisebeth Rogers (his wife?) joins. It 
is witnessed by John Rogers (2, 246). He sells again on June 
17, 1699 in which deed he describes himself as from Branford, 
Conn. This deed is witnessed by Jonathan Rogers and Joseph 
Rogers (2. 248). 

The records contain very little as to the children of said 
Jonathan Rogers. Jonathan, Jr., is granted land by the Town 
Oct. 4, 1692 (2. 112). John receives a grant Dec. 24, 1667 
(1.108). He sells on Sept. 24, 1679 in which deed he states he is 
of Hempstead, L. I. (1. 248). He exchanges land on Mch. 10, 
1712 (2. 307) and executes a bond to the Trustees of the Town on 
July 20, 1717 (2. 334). On Oct. 5, 1699 he and his wife Mary 
execute a deed (2. 253) and on the same day he buys land 
(2. 254). Joseph was elected a Trustee of the Town from 1710 
to 1721 and from 1725 to 1730 (2. 301 to 362). Obadiah was 
elected Tax Collector May 3, 1720 (2. 340) and Trustee May 3, 
1737 (2. 381) and May 2, 1738 (2. 383). 

There appear to be no entries in the Town Records as to David 
Rogers and Mary Rogers. And there are no records of any will 
or intestacy in Suffolk County or in New York County of any 
of the above named children, except David. 

The Will of David Rogers was dated 17 Aug. 1741; pro: 2 June, 
1758; ree. L, 21 of Wills, p. 21, New York County Surrogate’s 
Office. Letters were issued to Samuel Rogers. To his wife Jane 
he devises certain lands for life, and then to son Benjamin. 
The proceeds from the sale of the estate go to sons Samuel and 
Benjamin and ‘‘my two daughters Jane Brush and Rebecka 
Brush.’’ The executors named were wife, brother Obadiah, 
friend Samuel Brush, The witnesses were A. VanVoorhies, Wm. 
Brumbley, Jr., and E. Prime. There is also on record in the 
New York County Surrogate’s office the record of letters of 
administration on the estate of an Obadiah Rogers, Oct. 31, 1770, 
issued to Mary Rogers and rec. L. D. part 2, p. 13. There are 
no petitions filed with these early entries and nothing in the 
papers to show what heirs and next of kin survived. 

From the above data it would seem logical to deduce, although 
perhaps not proved, that the David of the Will of David Rogers 
was David the son of Jonathan, if Mr. Street’s statement be 
accepted. He was long regarded as an authority on families and 
matters of history of Huntington. His edited volumes of Hunt- 
ington Town Records bear all the marks of careful and accurate 
transcription of the original records and he gives the liber and 
page, or file number, of each original record transcribed. 
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That this testator David Rogers had a daughter Rebecah is 
established by his will. Either she or her sister Jane may have 
been the wife of Samuel Brush, named as one of the executors. 
The fact that the testator in his will uses such language as ‘‘my 
two daughters,’’ would seem to justify the conclusion that there 
were no other daughters. If so, the Rebecah of the will was not 
the Rebecca who married Joseph Lockwood as stated in the 
inquiry. 

In support of this position the following facts would seem to 
be clear. The will is dated 17 Aug. 1741. At that time daughter 
Rebecka was Rebecka Brush. The Rebecca of the inquiry was 
married Mar. 10, 1737 or about 4 years prior to the date of the 
will. Her husband did not die until July 20, 1773, or about 
15 years after the probate of the will. The Rebeckah Rogers 
Brush, daughter of David Rogers, and so mentioned in his will, 
could not have been the Rebecca Rogers Lockwood of the inquiry. 
There do not appear to be any other by the name of David 
Rogers in any of the records in the Suffolk County Surrogate’s 
Office or Suffolk County Clerk’s Office prior to 1800. It may be 
that the records of the Town of Hempstead, Nassau (formerly 
Queens) County, may furnish information as to such a person. 
No other David Rogers and no other Jonathan Rogers than 
those mentioned here appear in the Huntington Town Records, 
although there may have been another Jonathan and anothei 
David living in Huntington at the time. The name of Jonathan 
Rodgers appears twice on the assessment roll of the Town for 
the year 1688 (2, 19); it appears twice on the list of those 
citizens who paid for the Fletcher Patent of 1694 (2. 152, 153) ; 
the name of Jonathan Rodgers, Sen’r. and that of Jonathan 
Rodgers, Jun’r. appear on a tax list of Oct. 4, 1698 (2. 229). 
The names of Obadiah, Joseph and David Rogers do not appear 
on these rolls. 

Additional facts as to the family might be obtained from the 
MSS. of the late James Swift Rogers upon the various Rogers 
families in America which, I have recently learned, have been 
deposited with the New England Historie and Genealogical 
Society at Boston. These MSS. contain the Huntington family. 
—Mrs. DeWitt Van Buren, Riverhead, L. I. 


2. (a) ROGERS. Mr. Herbert F. Smith of Baltimore, Md., 
has done a large amount of research on this Rogers family and 
states that only one or two places in the Rogers family appear to 
be open for the parentage of Rebecca who m, Joseph Lockwood, 
but he has little hope of obtaining record proof. She was not 
dau. of David. The English line, says Mr. Smith, is not known 
beyond Thomas, the father of the emigrant William. The wife 
of the earlier Thomas was Margaret Pace.—D. L. J. 
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11. SEELEY. 

Until the Transcript writer publishes his evidence, we can- 
not tell what grounds he has found for the spelling ‘‘Seeley’’ as 
far back as 1563. But the only evidence given for the English 
spelling in Mr. Monnette’s book is found on pages 629 and 505, 
by which it appears that Richard Cely and Robert Cely lived in 
London before 1500; and until it is shown that Capt. Robert 
Seeley was descended from this London family, it is not clear 
what bearing, if any, this evidence has on the spelling of Capt. 
Robert’s name. There were often entirely unrelated families in 
England with the same or similar names, and no authoritative 
statement can be made as to the spelling preferred by the ances- 
tors of Capt. Robert until those ancestors have been traced and 
established by valid evidence. All that can be definitely asserted 
is that the name of Capt. Robert was spelled with ‘‘S’’ in 
American records, as were also the names of his descendants in 
this country. Since the spelling of a surname is a matter of 
individual preference, and the vagaries of early recorders are of 
slight importance in determining ‘‘correct’’ spellings, the only 
legitimate criterion is the spelling employed by the family itself; 
and judged by that criterion, the name of the American family, 
regardless of English origins or variations, should be spelled with 

(a) The only proved son of Capt. Robert’ Seeley, so far as our 
own knowledge goes, was Nathaniel?. In 1651 we read that 
‘*Robert Seely hath giuen to his sonn Nathaniell Seely his dwell- 
ing house,’’ ete. [New Haven Town Records, vol. 1, p. 81]. In 
1659, ‘‘Nathaniell Seely, of ffairefield, sonne of Rob‘ Seely in 
England,’’ sold land in New Haven by a power of attorney from 
his father [New Haven Town Records, vol. 2, p. 443]. 

Obadiah Seeley of Stamford is usually considered, with fair 
plausibility, to have been another son of Capt. Robert, but if 
record proof exists, we have not seen it. 

Mr. Monnette’s book, as the querist points out, imputes several 
other sons to Capt. Robert, and incidentally omits Nathaniel, the 
one certainly proved son. There appears to be no record evidence 
for placing any of these others among the children of Capt. 
Robert. On page 594 a record is quoted to the effect that Joseph 
Cilley [sic] of New England, mariner, bought a lot in Salem, 
N. J., in 1691, with reference to New Jersey Archives, vol. 21, 
p. 344, as authority. But on turning to this volume and page, 
we find that it was Joseph Calley [sic] of New England, mariner, 
who bought this lot; and below, on the same page, we read that 
this lot, ‘‘formerly Joseph Calley’s dee’d,’’ was granted to 
another person in 1696. On page 597 of the same volume of 
New Jersey Archives, we find that in 1692 the executors of 
Joseph Calley of Boston, New England, mariner, conveyed the lot 
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which he had purchased in 1691, In Boston vital records | Report 
of the Record Commissioners, vol. 9, p. 118], we find that a child 
of Joseph and Hannah Calley was born in 1671. It is thus 
clear that this alleged son of Capt. Robert Seeley was really one 
Joseph Calley of Boston, and not even a ‘‘Cilley.”’ 

With regard to another son attributed to Capt. Robert in Mr. 
Monnette’s book [p. 594],—John with alleged wife Margaret, the 
evidence given is that John Cellie and Margaret Cellie were 
witnesses to the will of Michael White of Woodbridge, N. J., in 
1690 [New Jersey Archives, vol. 21, p. 226]. This will is 
repeated in New Jersey Archives, vol. 23, p. 505, where the names 
are printed as John Celle and Margett Celle. Hence there is 
some uncertainty as to how the name was actually spelled in the 
record, and without examining the original will we dislike to 
hazard a guess as to what surname was intended, but Kelly seems 
at least as good a guess as Seeley. The fact that these names 
were signed as witnesses to a will certainly does not prove that 
‘John Cellie’’ was son of Capt. Robert Seeley, nor even that he 
was a Seeley at all, and it is pure assumption that he was 
husband of the Margaret who witnessed with him, for he might 
have been her father or brother. 

The Ephraim and Benjamin Seeley mentioned on page 629 of 
Mr. Monnette’s book did belong to the family of Capt. Robert. 
but were not his sons. We have seen, by the evidence quoted 
above, that Capt. Robert’s son Nathaniel settled in Fairfield, 
Conn. Among Nathaniel’s sons, named in his will, were Benja- 
min and Joseph. Among the signers of the Cohansey, N. J., 
compact in 1697 was Joseph Seelye [see First Settlers of Piscata- 
way and Woodbridge, vol. 3, p. 378]. Joseph conveyed land 
inherited from his father in Fairfield, after his removal to New 
Jersey, and this proves that the Cohansey settler was the son of 
Nathaniel and grandson of Capt, Robert. Ephraim was son of 
Joseph, birth recorded in Fairfield before the family removed. 
Whether the Benjamin who lived in Cohansey was another son 
of Joseph, or identical with Joseph’s known brother Benjamin, 
we lack the evidence to state with certainty. 

If either E. S. W. S. of the Transcript article, or Mr. Monnette, 
cares to present definite evidence on the points raised by the 
querist W. V. D. R., we shall be glad to extend the courtesy of 
space in our pages, within reasonable limits.—D. L. J. 
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